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P R E F A C E. 



IT has recently been asserted by Dr. Norris of 
Stonyhurst : that Members of the Roman Church 
cannot consistently enter into an examination of 
doctrinal points with members of a Protestant 
Church. 

I. No ground of discussion, we are told, can 
now be admitted : because the principles of the 
Reformation were fully discussed and finally set 
at rest in the Council of Trent ; the decisions of 
which Council, under the aspect of its being 
Ecumenical, are by every Latin revered as the 
dictates of the Holy Ghost. Henceforth, no one 
in communion with the Church of Rome can 
entertain a shadow of doubt : henceforth, his 
faith is fixed and immoveable. Roma locuta est: 
causa jinita est. This being the case, it were un 
seemly for a Latin to argue with a Protestant : 
because the very fact of his stooping to argument 
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would be a tacit admission, both that doubt might 
still be entertained, and that his own faith was 
neither fixed nor immoveable. 

Such, very lately, has been the published lan 
guage of the Principal of Stonyhurst, as addressed 
by him to my very able friend Mr. Whittaker : 
such also, unless my memory altogether fail me, 
has been the language of Dr. Doyle in Ireland. 

1. Even on the first inspection, many persons 
will perhaps deem a statement of this character 
not a little extraordinary. 

To argue with an opponent may evince a wish 
to satisfy that opponent : but, on the part of the 
individual w r ho enters into the argument, it can 
scarcely be construed to imply a doubt of the 
truth of his own opinions. 

Be ready always to give an answer to EVERY 
man, that asketh you A REASON of the hope that is 
in you \ 

The holy Apostle Peter, I presume, did not 
wish us to understand : that this enjoined per 
petual readiness to give an answer to all those, 
who should inquire concerning the reason of our 
hope, was to be construed as an acknowledg 
ment ; that a Christian entertained serious doubts 

1 1 Pet. iii. 15. 
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of the truth of his religion, and consequently that 
Me /&lt;7/V// of a Christian teas neither Jived )ior hn- 
moreable. In any such oddly paradoxical manner, 
we certainly cannot interpret his very plain ad 
monition. He doubtless meant to intimate : that, 
if a person should deny the truth of our doctrine, 
and should call upon us for a reasonable proof of 
it; we ought not to tell him in reply, that we 
were precluded from speaking on the subject, 
because any argument on our part would be a 
tacit admission that zee oitrse/res entertained 
doubts ; but, on the contrary, we ought always 
to be ready to give an answer even to erery man, 
who should demand from us a reason of the hope 
that is in us. 

Assuredly, unless we introduce an universal 
scepticism as to the import of language, this is 
the plain sense of the Apostle s admonition. 

Whence, no less assuredly, his admonition con 
victs of error all those Romanists, who, on the 
unscriptural plea, that They are compelled to re 
ject erery inritation to hir/iiiry, because they cannot 
admit any ground of discussion, and because a dis 
cussion of icliat lias been already settled icon Id 
imply an acknowledgment of doubt and uncertainty, 
decline, when a Protestant calls upon them for 
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an answer, to state the reason of the hope that is 
in them. 

The inspired Apostle, we see, is express against 
any such subterfuge : and the principle of his ad 
monition is clear. and self-evident. 

We can never expect to bring over any person to 
our opinion, if, in fair and open discussion, we re 
fuse to communicate the ground upon which that 
opinion reposes. 

2. Possibly Dr. Norris and his friends may say; 
that they do give an answer to the man that asks 
them a reason of the hope that is in them : for, 
when questioned on the subject, they reply ; that 
All doctrinal points between themselves and the Re 
formed were fully discussed and finally set at rest 
by the Council of Trent, the decisions of which they 
revere as the very dictates of the Holy Ghost. 

(1.) An answer of this sort may be satisfactory 
to themselves : but can they seriously believe, that 
it will ever convince or convert an intelligent in 
quirer after actual truth ? 

They wish to proselyte, we will say, an in 
dividual of this description. 

The individual, on whom is tried the experi 
ment, very naturally and very fairly asks for a 
reason of the hope that is in them. 
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Incontinently, the answer, as recommended by 
Dr. Norris and Dr. Doyle, is : that Their hope 
MIST be well founded, BECAUSE the infallible Council 
of Trent has finally decided the question. 

(2.) But, in reality, the persons, who would 
give as sufficient even this strange answer, must 
either have themsefoet paid very little attention to 
the principles of the Tridentine Council, or must 
have rapidly concluded that not more attention 
has been paid to those principles by t/ieir anta 
gonists. 

Their answer, such as it is, rests upon the 
avowed basis : that The Council of Trent, nakedly 
and dogmatically, made certain decisions in respect 
to alleged Christian doctrine and in respect to al 
leged Christian practice. 

Whence their conclusion is : that, Since the de 
cisions of the Tridentine Council are to be revered 
as the dictates of the Holy Ghost, those decisions 
cannot now, zc ithout manifest impiety, be questioned 
or controverted. 

But, irrelevant as this answer plainly is to the 
case in hand ; the case, to wit, of an inquirer ask 
ing a reason of that hope rc/iic/i a Latin recommends 
to Iii.s acceptance : the very basis of such an an- 
*\ver is palpably insecure. 
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The Council of Trent did NOT make its deci 
sions nakedly and dogmatically. On the contrary, 
it rested them, even professedly, altogether upon 

AN ASSERTED FACT. 

Hence, its decisions were made, not abstracted 
ly, but concretely. They were so framed, as to 
depend, not upon the simple naked infallibility of 
a theopneust Ecumenical Council, but upon the 
previous establishment of AN ASSERTED FACT in 
history. 

Such being the case ; by the Tridentine Synod, 
the cause, even professedly, was ended, ONLY so 
far as THE ASSERTED FACT could be established. 

Therefore, both on the very ground gratuitously 
taken up by the Council itself, and likewise on 
the acknowledgment that the infallibility of an 
Ecumenical Council extends not to Facts but 
reaches solely to Doctrines : THE ASSERTED FACT 
must be historically substantiated, ere our modern 
romish theologians, even on their own principles, 
can be allowed to say, that THE CAUSE is ENDED \ 



1 From the authority of Mr. Berington we learn : that It is 
no article of Catholic Faith, that the Church cannot err in 
MATTERS OF FACT. Faith of Cathol. p. 154, 155. See below, 
book ii. chap. 7. IV. 

Should any Romanist, perceiving the consequences of this 
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Now the I-.UT, again and again asserted by the 
Tridentine Fathers, is this. 

ALL the doctrines and ALL the practice*, which 
they, the Trident hie Fathers, have decided to be 
true (Did obligatory, "cere A [.WAYS the received doc 
trines and practices of the Church Catholic, in 
\;\ F.RY age, without ANY variation, from the very 
time of Christ, and his Apostles who were thein- 
selres the first original indicators of such doctrines 
and such practices, down even to the time in which 
they, the Tridentine Fathers, Jived and flourished. 

Nor, be it carefully observed, do they barely 
assert the FACT before us, as a fact. 

acknowledgment, wish to draw back from it ; he may be 
promptly met with proof positive. 

The second Nicene Council, which sat in the year 787, 
roundly asserted the FACT ; that No one of the antecedent 
Father* had ever styled the consecrated encharistic bread an 
IMAGE of Christ s body : and, upon this precise ASSERTED FACT, 
the members of that Council built the doctrine of a material or 
tttbstantlal presence of Christ in the consecrated eucharistic 
rfrnn-Htfi. Concil. Nic. ii. act. vi. Labb. Concil. vol. vii. p. 448. 
1 19. 

^ rt, by Eusebius nnd Theodoret of the Greek Church, and 
1&gt;\ Ambrose and Gelasius of the Latin Church, all of whom 
flourished anterior to the year 787, the consecrated ek aunts 
had, even verbally, been denominated the IMAGE (etVwi and 
niKt^o) of Christ s body and blood. Euseb. Demons. Evan. 
lil) - viii - c. 2, ; Theod. Dial. ii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 85, 

Aml&gt;ros. Oflic. lib. i. c. 18. Oper. col. 33. Gelas. de dual.. 
Christ, natnr. in IJiblioth. Patr. vol. iv. &gt;. 1 
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The Tridentine Fattier* professedly likewise build, 
upon the ASSERTED FACT in question, tlielr own specific 
decisions. Therefore., they inevitably make the truth 
of their decisions to rest upon the anterior funda 
mental truth of AM ASSERTED FACT lit Illstonj . 

Under such a statement of the matter ; a state 
ment, be it duly remembered, made not by me 



1 SEMPER haec fides in Ecclesia Dei fait. Concil. Trident, 
sess. xiii. c. 3. p. 124. 

Ideo persuasum SEMPER in Ecclesia Dei fuit : idque nunc 
denuo sancta haec Synodus declarat. Ibid. sess. xiii. c. t. 
p. 125. 

Pro more in Catholica Ecclesia SEMPER recepto. Ibid. sess. 
xiii. c. 5. p. 125. 

Universa Ecclesia SEMPER intellexit. Ibid. sess. xiv. c. 5. 
p. 148. 

Persuasum SEMPER in Ecclesia Dei fuit : et verissimum esse 
Synodus baec confirmat. Ibid. sess. xiv. c. 7. p. 153. 

Sacrse Literae ostendunt, et Catholicae Ecclesiae traditio 
SEMPER docuit. Ibid, xxiii. c. 1. p. 279. 

Cum, Scripturae testimonio, apostolica traditione, et Patrum 
UNAXIMI consensu, perspicuum sit: dubitare nemo debet. 
Ibid. sess. xxiii. c. 3. p. 280. 

Cum, igitur, sancti Patres nostri, Concilia, et UNIVERSALIS 
Ecclesiae traditio, SEMPER docuerunt : sancta et universalis 
Synodus praedictorum scbismaticorum baereses et errores ex- 
terminandos duxit. Ibid. sess. xxiv. p. 343, 344. 

Tridentina Synodus, Sacrarum Scripturarum et sanctorum 
Patrum ac probatissimorum Conciliorum testimonia et ipsius 
Ecclesiae judicium et CONSENSUM secuta, IIJEC STATUIT, FATETUR, 
AC DECLARAT. Ibid. sess. v. p. 12, 13. Vide etiam sess. xiii. 
p. 121, 122. 
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hut by the Trident h/e Fathers themselves: it is 
obvious, that the ASSERTED FACT must be sub 
stantiated, ere the decisions be admitted ; it is 
obvious, that, until the ASSERTED FACT be substan 
tiated, the cause is not ended. 

Nothing, therefore, can be at once, both more 
absurd in itself, and more contrary to the very 
declaration of the Tridentine Fathers, than to as 
sert, with Dr. Norris and Dr. Doyle, that the 
CAUSE in ended while tlie FACT yet remains to be 
substantiated : nothing can be more disgracefully 
evasive, than to decline all discussion of the pe 
culiarities of Romanism, on the miserable plea ; 
that The principles of the Reformation have been 
finally set at rest in the Council of Trent. 

On the very ground taken up by the Tridentine 
Fathers themselves, we say : PROVE YOUR ASSERTED 
FACT. 

Dr. Norris and Dr. Doyle reply : ROMA LOCUTA 

EST ; CAUSA FINITA EST ! 

II. To ascribe the inconsistency of Dr. Doyle 
and the Principal of Stonyhurst to all the gentle 
men of their communion, were an unfairness of 
which I would in no wise be guilty. 

Both Mr. Berington, and the present Bishop 
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of Strasbourg Dr. Trevern, have felt the impera 
tive necessity of establishing the FACT, before they 
could plead the DECISIONS. 

Hence, with whatever success, they have alike 
manfully set their shoulders to the wheel: the 
one, in his Faith of Catholics confirmed by Scrip 
ture and attested by the Fathers of the jive first 
centuries; the other, in his Amicable Discussion 
on the Anglican Church and generally on the Re 
formation. 

Of each of these two writers, the object is the 
same : namely, AN ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FACT AL 
LEGED BY THE TRIDENTINE FATHERS. 

Their respective efforts I certainly deem a most 
lamentable failure : but still, so far as they are 
personally concerned, they have done nothing 
more, than what they felt themselves compelled 
to do. Upon all those who have made such mat 
ters their study, the Council has called, to esta 
blish, by historical testimony, the FACT which the 
Council has asserted. I readily admit the invita 
tion to be somewhat appalling : but the theologi 
cal world will only, on that account, the more 
sincerely respect the undaunted courage of the 
two chivalrous individuals who have so promptly 

13 
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undertaken the adventure. If they fall in the 
lofty quest, they at least fall in the very act of 
performing their knightly devoir. 

III. In the spring of the year 1825, an english 
gentleman of family and fortune, Mr. Massingberd 
of Gunby Park, with whom I have not the ad 
vantage of being personally acquainted, forwarded 
to me, from the south of France, a copy of the 
Amicable Discussion of Dr. Trevern, formerly 
Vi car-General of Langres, then Bishop of Aire, 
now Bishop of Strasbourg. 

The copy, thus transmitted to me, was accom 
panied by a letter : in which Mr. Massingberd 
spoke, in the highest terms, of the Bishop s per 
sonal character ; represented his Work, as having 
produced a very considerable sensation among 
the travelling English Laity ; and, with a degree 
of perhaps flattering earnestness which I could 
scarcely have anticipated, requested me to an 
swer it. 

On perusing the Work, I found, that Dr. Tre- 
vern s general argument, in favour of the Church 
of Rome and against the Church of England, was, 
in brief, to the following effect. 

That which was taught by Christ and his Apos 
tles, and tJi tt which was believed by the strictly 

a 
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primitive Church from the very beginning on the 
professed ground that she had received it from 
Christ and his Apostles, must indisputably be the 
truth. But, with tliis well-ascertained primitive 
scheme of doctrine and practice, the Church of 
Rome agrees, and the Church of England dis 
agrees. Therefore, the former must teach the 
truth, while the latter teaches falsehood. 

This general argument, in favour of the Church 
of Rome and against the Church of England, 
rests upon no other, than a studied attempt to 
substantiate the FACT asserted by the Fathers of the 
Tridentine Council. 

By such a process, the decisions of those 
Fathers are resolved, as they plainly ought to be 
resolved, into A NAKED HISTORICAL QUESTION OF 
FACT. And, accordingly, since it is admitted that 
the infallibility of Ecumenical Councils does not 
extend to FACTS OF HISTORY, the sole point to be 
decided is : Whether the doctrines and practices of 
the Roman Church, as propounded and explained 
by the Tridentine Fathers, have, or have not, the 
authority of Christ, the inculcating sanction of the 
Apostles, and the always unvarying practical testi 
mony of universal primitive Antiquity from the very 
beginning. 
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IV. When a Roman Ecclesiastic perplexes an 
English Layman, by boldly asserting, or by spe 
ciously attempting to prove, the strict accordance 
of his Church, both in doctrine and in practice, 
with the Church which was immediately taught 
by the inspired Apostles : it is desirable, that the 
Layman, without the trouble of a research into 
documents not always very easily accessible, 
should be provided with a prompt and adequate 
reply. 

1. A wish ; says Mr. Massingberd in his letter 
to myself: A wish to be able to answer the ques 
tions, repeatedly and triumphantly proposed by the 
Catholics upon topics of this description, is every 
\c here now reigning. 

Thus speaks an intelligent Layman from actual 
experience : the object of my Work is, to furnish 
an easy reply to such questions, not merely in the 
present day, but at any future period whatsoever. 

2. Your own theologians ; says Dr. Trevern to 
his english laic friend, whom his Work is pro 
fessedly intended to proselyte : Your own theolo 
gians, no less than ourselves, have in their hands 
the ancient Liturgies of the priinitire Church and 
the Works of the ear/// ecclesiastical writers: but 
they will, hare .small inclination, I suspect, to bring 

a 2 
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you acquainted with such documents. Ask them to 
communicate these documents to you : desire them 
to specify the opinions which they express. You 
will soon find, that they take your request with no 
very good grace : and, in truth, to deal plainly with 
you, it is impossible that they should. Ah well, Sir, 
I will spare them their embarrassment: and, so far 
as you are concerned, I will go on to accomplish 
their defective ministrations. 

Thus, in a tone preeminently modest and spe 
cially creditable to the integrity of the Anglican 
Priesthood, speaks the present Bishop of Stras 
bourg : the object of my Work is to furnish a 
permanent answer to the supposed embarrassing 
questions, which, at Dr. Trevern s suggestion, 
the English Laity might propound to the English 
Clergy. 

V. In the first edition of this Work, at the re 
quest of Mr. Massingberd and in consequence of 
the high character which he gave of Dr. Trevern, 
I treated that individual with a degree of mildness 
and civility and forbearance, which has actually 
procured for me the censure of some members of 
my own Church. 

Whether my conduct was proper or improper, 
I shall not undertake to determine : different opi- 
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nions may probably have been entertained of its 
merits. 

Be that as it may, the Answer to the Difficulties 
of Romanism by the Bishop of Strasbourg was, in 
point of tone and temper, any thing rather than 
what I had anticipated. Of course, I did not ex 
pect that the Bishop could make out any case for 
the tridentine matter of FACT : I had studied the 
subject too long and too closely to apprehend 
any such extraordinary occurrence. But I cer 
tainly did expect, that the treatment of a gentleman 
would procure the cheap return a corresponding 
treatment of a gentleman : from a Bishop and from 
a Frenchman, I certainly did expect a measure of 
studied politeness, at the least equal to that of a 
Presbyter and an Englishman. 

My reasonable expectation, however, was un 
happily disappointed. Every page of my antago 
nist s production, that respected myself, was cha 
racterised by extreme irritation. Not only was I 
reviled in terms which Dr. Trevern ought to have 
blushed to use : but also, through the medium of 
very intemperate and very offensive phraseology, 
I was actually charged with having dishonestly 
suppressed two passages, the one from Tertullian, 
the other from Cyril of Jerusalem ; both of which 
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I had faithfully given, though neither of which 
was I in any wise pledged to give. Dr. Trevern, 
however, fondly conceived, that the passages were 
favourable to his own cause : and he well knew, 
that a stout allegation of interested and dishonest 
suppression would materially benefit that cause by 
injuring my character . The sanctifying end was 
good : and the Latin Prelate does not seem to 
have been peculiarly scrupulous about the mean. 

1 The Bishop, through the medium of his friend Mr. Husen- 
beth, has since, when he found himself pressed, acknowledged, 
that I had fairly produced the passage from Tertullian : but 
he has strenuously refused to make any apology in respect to 
the passage from Cyril. He does not, indeed, now pretend to 
deny that I quoted it : nay, he was absolutely aware of that 
circumstance at the very time when he deliberately charged 
me with corrupt suppression. But, as I did not happen to 
quote it in the precise place of my Work where he was pleased 
to determine that I ought to have quoted it : he contends, that 
he was justified in charging me with having suppressed the 
passage ; even though, in the place where he brought that 
accusation against me, he said not a single syllable as to my 
having duly quoted it elsewhere : in other words, he professes 
to hold himself justified in preferring against me a broad 
charge of absolute and complete suppression, simply because I 
had adduced the passage in one part of my Work rather than 
in another. A person, whose own actual feats of interpolation 
and suppression and mistranslation and misrepresentation have 
been (as we shall presently find) so numerous and so extraor 
dinary, ought, in common prudence at least, if from no better 
motive, to have been peculiarly cautious, how he hazarded an 
accusation, and that a false accusation, against his antagonist. 
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The prolix Answer of Dr. Trevern, a consider 
able part of which was mere verbatim repetition 
of what he had already said in his Amicable Dis- 
fiitmion, produced from me a Reply under the title 
of The Testimony of Primitive Antiquity against 
the peculiarities of the Latin Church, being a Sup 
plement to the Difficulties of Romanian. 

This Reply called out Mr. Husenbeth, the 
translator and editor of the Bishop s Answer: for, 
though by a wanton and very insulting attack 
upon the Church of England Dr. Trevern himself 
was the perfectly unprovoked aggressor; still, from 
that Prelate, even avowedly, nothing more was to 
be expected in the way of controversy. How 
much ; he had indecently exclaimed in his An 
swer to my superfluously complaisant Difficulties 
of Romanism : How much has my patience been 
tried ! The whole task appeared to me ungrateful 
and revolting. I have endured it once, disgusting 
as it was : but I could not support it a second time. 
And I declare beforehand, that, let him write hence 
forth what he pleases, I shall not read a line of his 
production. Dr. Trevern having thus retired from 
a field gratuitously selected by himself, Mr. Husen- 
beth was pleased to step forward into his place : 
and, accordingly, he published a Reply to my Sup- 

13 
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plement, equalling in voluminous prolixity the 
Answer even of his very principal. 

As my business was with Dr. Trevern, not with 
Mr. Husenbeth, I was certainly by no means bound 
to notice the performance of the latter : for I 
venture to think, that the laws of just controversy 
do not require that an answer should be given to 
all the friends or friends friends of a shrinking 
adversary, who may be pleased to take up in his 
defence that pen which he himself has thought 
good to resign. Yet, though not bound, I was in 
duced, de propria liberalitate, to expend a pam 
phlet upon Mr. Husenbeth : for I was moved 
thereto, partly by the impotent anger of the 
Bishop s editor, and partly by some remarkable 
adventures in the perilous field of criticism jointly 
achieved by Dr. Trevern and himself. 

Thus, on my part, ended the controversy : for, 
of course, it were superfluous to notice a mere 
scurrilous pamphlet of Mr. Husenbeth, which was 
stuffed with irrelevant personal abuse of myself, 
and which contained nothing deserving of atten 
tion, save an angry confession that the peculiarities 
of Romanism could not be established from the his 
torical testimony of the antenlcene Fathers, and a 
grossly inaccurate allegation respecting the Emperor 
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Julian. Each of these matters will be duly 
brought forward in its proper place : meanwhile, 
it may be here very briefly remarked, that the 
confession in effect gives up the very point in 
debate, and that the allegation is exposed by the 
simple process of adducing the direct testimony 
of Cyril of Alexandria. 

VI. From a hope of rendering my Work both 
more evidentially satisfactory and more exten 
sively useful, I have, in the present edition, been 
induced entirely to remould the Difficulties of 
Romanism, adopting throughout a perfectly new 
and more convenient arrangement. 

1. The FACT, to be established by the Roman 
ist, is : The aboriginal apostolicity of the peculiar 
doctrines and practices of the modern Latin Church. 

In the first book, then, of my Work, the testi 
mony to this effect, as adduced by Dr. Trevern 
and Mr. Berington themselves, in the Amicable 
Discussion of the former and in The Faith of Ca 
tholics of the latter, partly from Scripture and 
partly from the ecclesiastical writers of the three 
first centuries, is fully and openly stated : and, 
without the allegation of a single atom of coun 
ter-evidence, their testimony, even on their own 
exhibition of it, is shewn to be utterly insufficient 
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to substantiate the FACT which it is designed to 
substantiate. 

(1.) Mr. Berington, indeed, brings forward tes 
timony from the Jive first centuries ; and Dr. Tre- 
vern, still more bountiful, professes to rest his 
cause upon the writers of the six first centuries : 
but, while I deem the evidence of the Fathers of 
the fourth or fifth or sixth century quite insuffi 
cient to establish the existence of the most pro 
minent among the latin peculiarities even in the 
periods during which those Fathers themselves re 
spectively flourished ; it is obvious, that, for any 
available purpose of legitimately substantiating the 
FACT to be substantiated, the ample period of the 
three first centuries is the very utmost that can 
be justly and rationally admitted. 

(2.) The FACT to be proved, it will be recol 
lected, is : The apostolical inculcation and the 
strictly primitive reception of the peculiar doctrines 
and practices of the modern Latin Church. 

Now, if this FACT cannot be substantiated by 
the joint evidence of Scripture and of the writers 
of the three first centuries ; it is a clear case, 
that any attempt to substantiate it, from the much 
later documents of the fourth or fifth or sixth 
century, must, in the very nature of things, be a 
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task utterly hopeless and unprofitable. More 
modern testimony, when we already possess more 
ancient testimony, may not be useless under the 
aspect of supplemental and corroborative evi 
dence : but more modern testimony, without more 
ancient testimony, is altogether worthless and in 
conclusive. The point in question, whatever 
that point may be, must, in the first instance, be 
distinctly proved from really ancient testimony. 
When that has been done ; later testimony may 
///* //, no doubt, but not till then, be usefully 
brought forward in the way of confirmation. 

(3.) On this perfectly intelligible principle, I 
designedly limit my examination to the testimony 
produced from Scripture and from the writers of 
the three first centuries ; being fully satisfied, 
that, if the peculiarities of Romanism cannot his 
torically be thus established, they never can be 
established by the mere later testimony of suc 
ceeding ages : and, this testimony from Scripture 
and from the three first centuries, any person, 
accustomed to weigh evidence, will, I suspect, 
pronounce with myself to be altogether defective 
and inefficient. 

2. Here, so far as demonstration by the latin 
party is concerned, the matter might well have 
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been suffered to rest : for, when a Romanist as 
serts his peculiarities in doctrine and in practice 
to have been inculcated upon the strictly primi 
tive Church by the Apostles themselves, the 
burden of PRQOF clearly rests upon him; nor can 
he expect us to admit his assertion, if the requi 
site PROOF be wanting. 

(1.) But I have not thought it good, that the 
matter should here be suffered to rest. 

Hence, in the second book of my Work, as 
suming the posture of a direct assailant, I go on 
to produce a mass of counter-evidence against the 
peculiarities of the Latin Church, which, I trust, 
will be quite sufficient to convince any sober in 
quirer, that they are assuredly of no apostolic 
origin, but that long after the apostolic age they 
sprang up only in the course of most lamentable 
corruption. 

(2.) When these two distinct lines of argument, 
negative and positive, are combined : the histori 
cal demonstration, that the FACT, alleged by the 
Tridentine Fathers as the very basis of their deci 
sions, is utterly unfounded, will, it is conceived, be 
as perfect, as can be reasonably either expected 
or desired. 

VII. Since Dr. Trevern, with whom I was 
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chiefly concerned in the first edition of the Diffi 
culties of Romanian, has not thought proper, in 
his Amicable Discussion, to give the originals of 
the passages which he adduces in evidence : I 
felt myself at liberty, to follow his example, and 
thus to escape the labour of a somewhat weari 
some transcription of Greek and Latin. 

1. Judicious friends have regretted my adop 
tion of this defective and (I readily admit) unsatis 
factory plan : and I myself have since seen reason 
heartily to join in their regret. 

In the present edition, the deficiency is sup 
plied : and, while, for the convenience of the 
general or the unlettered reader, I have carefully 
excluded from the text every vestige of Greek 
and Latin ; I have no less carefully, in the mar 
gin, given at full length the original of every pas 
sage which has been cited, either by Dr. Trevern 
and Mr. Berington from the writers of the three 
first centuries, or by myself from writers of what 
soever description *. 

Dr. Trevern s references are so deplorably slovenly and 
unscholarlike, that I have had infinite trouble in following him. 
One or two passages, I believe, at the utmost, and those of no 
consequence, for they say nothing more than what other strictly 
parallel passages of the same author say, have of very neces 
sity been omitted by me : simply because, with my utmost 
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2. By adopting this plan, my Work will, I 
trust, have been very materially improved. 

To the theological student and future clergy 
man, who in these latter days must anticipate the 
probability of not unfrequent controversy with 
the Roman Priesthood, the Work, as now mould 
ed, may be useful ; because it will copiously fur 
nish him, not merely with english translations, 
but with the original documents upon which that 
controversy depends : to the lettered and inquir 
ing Layman it may be satisfactory ; because it 
freely affords him full opportunity to verify alle 
gations by an immediate ocular inspection of the 
precise greek or latin passages upon which they 
are founded : and to those of my clerical brethren, 
who may chance to be engaged in local disputa 
tions with the gentlemen of the Latin Church, it 
may be serviceable ; because it will supply them 
with genuine matter upon which they may rely, 
and because it will exempt them from the appre 
hension of taking up assertions which cannot be 
established. 

In truth, I have, from a troublesome habit of 

diligence, I have been unable to find them : and I have not 
chosen to admit any passage unaccompanied by its original in 
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verifying whenever I have an opportunity of veri 
fication, encountered such specimens of iniquity, 
both in quoting and in translating and in vaguely 
though boldly asserting upon such and such al 
leged authority ; that I sincerely wish no contro 
versial Work were written, without, both an 
accompaniment of the original documents, and 
also references so precise that the jealous in 
quirer, without an unreasonable imposition of 
labour, might have a full opportunity afforded 
him of examining for himself. 

Should my Work, in its present form, prove 
beneficial in all or in any of the several respects 
which I have specified : it will not have been 
vainly written, nor will the author be without 
his reward. 

VIII. I have observed, that, whenever a Roman 
Divine is hard pressed in regard to the doctrines 
and practices of his own Church, he almost inva 
riably attempts to divert the attention of his 
reader from the true question, by launching out 
into strenuous objurgation of Luther and the Re 
formers. 

1. Now, even if those much calumniated indi 
viduals had been as complete Hebreic Jfic.t as 
their maligners would fain represent them : still, 
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I really see not what this has to do with the true 
matter in hand. 

Granting for a moment, that Luther conversed 
bodily with the devil, I must needs say, even in 
that extreme and doubtless very remarkable case, 
that the Latin Clergy will not be a single jot 
nearer to that historical establishment of a FACT 
which has been imposed upon them by the Tri- 
dentine Fathers 1 . 

That the anile figment of Luther s personal conference 
with the devil, who is alleged to have then and there inspired 
him with the thought of denying the sacrifice of the Mass, 
though he had already denied it previous to the date of the 
pretended personal conference, should have been lately retailed 
by Mr. Husenbeth, for the purpose of abusing the English 
Commonalty, will excite small wonder. But, that the garbled 
misrepresentation, in which the very misrepresenters cannot 
always agree in the same tale, and which entirely suppresses 
the not unimportant words n tthin my heart, should, even 
AFTER Seckendorf had consigned it to well merited contempt, 
have been gravely adduced by Bossuet without ever mentioning 
Seckendorf, reflects no ordinary disgrace upon the character of 
that acute though disingenuous Prelate. Honest Seckendorf, 
the whole fabrication having been thoroughly dissected, in 
dignantly exclaims : They, therefore, who affirm, that Luther 
acknowledged himself to have been convinced by the devil that 
the Mass was no sacrifice, are guilty of a palpable and gross 
falsehood. Our thanks are due to Mr. Scott for a recent 
exposure of what he justly calls this shameful and preposterous 
story against Luther. He intimates, that there was the more 
need of such exposure, because it has lately been served up in 
the shape of a small Tract to enlighten the lower orders of our 
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Let the cautious inquirer never suffer himself 
to be diverted by such subterfuges from the real 
question of debate : let him never for a moment 
forget, that, under the pain of their Church sink 
ing into the character of a rank vender of gross 
imposture, the Latins stand pledged to demon 
strate, from competent historical testimony, the 
naked FACT ; that All the doctrines and all the 
practices of modern Romanism were divinely com 
municated by Christ, were authoritatively inculcated 
/// his Apostles, and were from them directly and 
immediately received by the indiridnal members of 
the strictly primitive Church Catholic 1 . 



population. See Scott s Hist, of the Church of Christ, vol. i. 
p. 546 551. On comparing dates, I incline to think, though 
I speak under correction, that the illuminating Tract, alluded 
to by Mr. Scott, is Mr. Husenbeth s production, entitled A 
Defence of the Creed and Principles of the Catholic Church. 
Happily, such Creed and such Principles are the property, 
not of the Catholic Church at large, but only of a particular 
branch. 

1 In cheap assertion of alleged historical FACTS, few persons 
are more lavishly prodigal than Mr. Husenbeth : and doubt 
less, with the ignorant or the careless, his unblenching intre 
pidity may occasionally produce its desired effect. 

EVERY article of our creed, says he, comes down to us, hal 
lowed by the concurrent testimony of eighteen centuries The 
t( \linn.iiies of the early Fathers abundantly shew, that EVERY 
SINGLE article of our faith MY/.V taught FROM THE BEGINNING. 

b 
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2. Should any gentleman of the Latin Com 
munion deem this statement too severe, in so far 
as it regards the full amount of the FACT to be 
substantiated : he has my free consent to lower 
it even to the very utmost extent of his wishes. 

But, in that case, he must recollect, that, if he 
once admits the non-inculcation of any particular 
doctrine or practice by Christ and his Apostles ; 
he forthwith concedes its origin to be purely 

Defence of the Creed and Discipline of the Catholic Church. 
p. 25, 65. 

My simple reply is : PROVE IT. 

We are ready to shew, says he, that our religious practices 
are grounded upon Scripture and the UNIVERSAL practice of 
Antiquity* Ibid. p. 101. 

Again I reply : SHEW IT. 

In the third century, says he, St. Cyprian speaks of secret 
sins confessed to the Priests and of remission granted by them. 
St. Ireneus, Tertullian, and others, testify to the practice of 
SECRET confession to the ministers of the Church. Ibid. p. 93. 

Once more I reply : PROVE IT. 

On the matter of secret confession to a Priest, for Mr. 
Husenheth makes his word secret designedly emphatic by 
printing it in Italics, I incline to believe, that he has never 
consulted the author to whom he so boldly refers, but that he 
has implicitly rested at second hand upon the intrepid assertion 
of the not very scrupulous Bishop of Strasbourg : periculos&lt;z 
plenum opus alece. See below, Append, numb. ii. I. (2.) 
(3.) (5.). 

Other specimens of Mr. Husenbeth s rapidity of assertion 
will hereafter be exhibited. As a foretaste, these, for the 
present, may suffice. 
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human : and, if he thus concedes its origin to be 
purely human ; he simultaneously admits the mere 
unauthoritative novelty of the doctrine or practice 
in question. 

IX. It may peradventure be proper, that I 
should say a word on the nomenclature systema 
tically and advisedly adopted throughout the 
whole of the present Work. 

1. In the legitimate use of the term, I am far 
from denying to any individual in communion 
with the Church of Rome the appellation of CA 
THOLIC : for I believe his particular limited Church 
to be a branch, though a very corrupt branch, of 
the Catholic Church of Christ. 

Hence, as a Greek, or an Armenian, or a Sy 
rian, or an Anglican, or a Scot, is severally a Ca 
tholic ; because, though individually belonging to 
a particular national Church, he is generally a 
member of Christ s Church Catholic : so, in the 
self-same sense and on the self-same principle, a 
Latin, or a member of some one of the particular 
Churches in communion with the Bishop of Rome, 
is indisputably a Catholic also. 

2. But, after the restless humour of Ishmael 
whose hand was against every man that every 
man s hand might be against him, the gentlemen 

b2 
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of the romish persuasion are not content to share 
the name of CATHOLIC with the members of other 
Churches which are quite as independent as the 
Church of Rome can be : they, on all occasions, 
affect to assume it, as being, what in truth it is 
not, their own proper distinguishing appellation ; 
they claim it, in short, as being their own, not in 
joint tenancy, but absolutely and specially and ex 
clusively. 

3. Now this most absurd and arrogant assump 
tion, which puts them in a posture of schismatical 
hostility against every other branch of Christ s 
Universal Church, can never be allowed by any 
Christian, who for a single moment gives himself 
the trouble to consider its obvious and inevitable 
tendency. 

(1.) If he concede to the Latin the title of CA 
THOLIC as his own proper exclusive and distinguish 
ing appellation : he of course virtually excom 
municates himself and commits a sort of ecclesi 
astical suicide, by acknowledging, that he has no 
right to the name of CATHOLIC, and consequently 
that he is not a member of the Catholic or Uni 
versal Church of Christ our common Lord and 
Saviour. 

(2.) Such being evidently the case, it follows : 
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that, while the spiritual subject of the Pope is a 
Catholic,, precise/// an, and not an, atom more than, 
a Greek or a Syrian or an Anglican or a Scot is 
a Catholic ; the distinctive appellation of that 
papal subject, whereby we mark him out among 
the general collective body of Catholics, must 
plainly be some other appellation which he can 
vindicate to himself exclusively. 

4. On this principle, the papal subject in ques 
tion may be fitly called (for I am no way curious 
about the precise name of distinction, provided 
only, for convenience sake, we have a name of 
distinction), either a Romanist as a member of the 
Roman Church taken in its largest sense, or a 
Papist as one who acknowledges the duty of spi 
ritual submission to the Pope, or a Latin as one 
who is in communion with the Latin Church of 
the Western Patriarchate of the Roman Empire. 

5. Our Legislature has, I believe, conceded to 
religionists of this description the name of Roman- 
Catholics 

In this compound title there is nothing to cen 
sure, save its manifest and prolix superfluity. No 
doubt, a Roman is a Catholic : whence, by a pal 
pable truism, every Roman is a Roman-Catholic; 
for, while he is a Roman as a member of the 
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Roman or Latin Church in particular, he is a Ca 
tholic as a member of Christ s Catholic Church 
in general 1 . But, why, on all occasions, we 

1 I have, in the course of my reading, seen instances of a 
formal denegation of the name of CATHOLIC to a member of the 
Church of England, on the grave plea gravely propounded by 
a Latin Priest, that the word Catholic means Universal, and 
that the particular national Church of England is not universal 
but limited. 

That any thing so utterly childish should, even ad captum 
vulgi, have ever been brought forward, will, by the sober 
reader, be scarcely credited : yet, unless my memory absolutely 
fails me, I have really encountered a solemn denegation con 
structed on that precise avowed principle. 

If the member of no particular national Church can claim 
the name of CATHOLIC, unless his particular national Church be 
itself the entire Universal Church : that name must forthwith 
be consigned to the owls and to the bats, on the score of its 
being altogether useless and unmeaning. According to such 
a gloss, the Romanist is no more a Catholic than the Anglican : 
for, by mere matter of fact presented openly to our very eye 
sight, the particular Church of the one is evinced to be no 
more the Universal Church in every part of the world, than 
the particular Church of the other. 

The simple truth is, that the appellations of Romanist and 
Anglican are specific, while the appellation of Catholic is 
generic. Consequently, as being members of the Catholic 
Church of Christ, the Anglican and the Romanist are alike 
Catholics : but, as being severally members of the two dis 
tinct national Churches of England and Rome, they are dis 
tinctively an Anglican and a Romanist. 

I am ashamed to notice such egregious trifling : my sole, 
though perhaps insufficient, apology must be its actual and 
active existence. 
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sliould be inconvenienced with the voluminous 
title of Roman-Catholic, rather than with the 
equally voluminous title of Greek-Catholic or Sy 
rian-Catholic or Anglo-Catholic or Scoto-Catholic, 
I do not possess skill sufficient to discover. 

6. Mr. Husenbeth, in his charitable love of ex 
clusive nets out-heroding even Herod himself, ac 
tually goes the preposterous length of declaring, 
that the application of the merely distinctive names 
of Romanist or Papist or Latin must be considered 
as a studied insult : in other words, he pronounces 
(and I understand, that many of his brethren ab 
solutely agree with him in the strangely unac 
countable phantasy), that, unless we will suicidi- 
cally consent to acknowledge that we are NOT 
members of the Catholic Church of Christ, we 
deliberately Insult those who happen to be in 
communion with the particular Church of Rome ! 

The truth of the matter is the very reverse. 
Whenever Mr. Husenbeth or any other Romanist 
arrogantly assumes to himself, as a distinctive and 
not as a common appellation, the name of CATHO 
LIC : he is guilty of a gross and wanton and 
offensive insult to every member of every Church, 
that is unable to discover either from Scripture or 
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from History the necessity of subjection to one 
special Italian Bishop ; a Bishop, who in reality 
is nothing more than the head of one of those 
mutually independent Patriarchates, into which, 
l)ij mere secular authority, the converted Roman 
Empire was in point of geography ecclesiastically 
partitioned. 

7. I may add, that this is in no wise a vain liti 
gious contention for a mere unimportant title. 

(1.) The thoughtless folly of misdeemed polite 
concession, which too often has marked even 
members of the Reformed Churches within these 
Realms, has, by the Roman Priesthood, been 
eagerly laid hold of, for the avowed purpose of 
perplexing the ignorant vulgar, whether high or 
low, with an unblushing assumption of apparently 
acknowledged CATHOLIC EXCLUSIVENESS. 

Every time ; says Dr. Milner, speaking of the 
members of the Anglican Church : Every time 
they address the God of truth, either in solemn wor 
ship or in private devotion, they are forced each of 
them to repeat : I believe in THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. 
And yet, if I ask any of them the question ; Are 
you A CATHOLIC i he is sure to answer me ; No, I 
am A PROTESTANT. Was there ever a more glaring 
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of mcotuittency mid self -condemnation 
ai)i&lt;i&lt;r rational beings 1 9 

(2.) I was not aware, until instructed by Dr. 
Milner, that we Anglicans were all forced to re 
peat the Creed in our private devotions : but I 
nr/.v aware, that the same argument, if argument 
it can be called, has been dressed up in more than 
one of the small Tracts, which are industriously 
circulated by the Latin Clergy for the purpose of 
perplexing and proselyting our english common 
people. 

Yet, unless we will consent to be guilty of the 
inconsistency and self-condemnation which Dr. 
Milner has very truly characterised as unworthy 
of rational beings, Mr. Husenbeth, forsooth, adopt 
ing the phantasy of the Bishop of Strasbourg, 
will step forward and assure us : that we actually 
hinu/t him, when we allow indeed his claim to the 
title of CATHOLIC as a common appellation, but 
rightly give him as his distinctive appellation the 
name of ROMANIST or PAPIST or LATIN. 

8. Probably, Mr. Husenbeth or some other 
gentleman of his communion will say, that we 
Protestants have no right to the title of CATHOLICS : 

End of Religious Controvors. Lett. xxv. 
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and, in support of the assertion, such an indivi 
dual will peradventure cite against us the decision 
of Pope Gregory VII. ; that A person is not to be 
deemed a CATHOLIC, who does not agree with the 
Roman Church l . 

With respect to the decision of this not very 
conciliatory Pontiff, it will be quite time enough 
to admit its validity, when the position set forth 
in it shall have been probatively established : and, 
with respect to the extraordinary allegation of 
insult, I may fairly appeal to the whole world, as 
to the real quarter from which insult proceeds ; I 
may fairly appeal to the whole world, whether it 
be a greater insult, to style a confessed member of 
the Latin Church a Romanist and a Papist while 
his common right in the generic name of CATHOLIC 
is freely allowed, or to declare roundly that the 
name of CATHOLIC is peculiar to the members of 
the Latin Church and that he who disagrees with 
that particular Church is not in any wise even to 
be deemed a CATHOLIC. 

9. On the whole, the question of insult being 
now tolerably well settled, since so very unfair 
an use has been made of a fashion, which origi- 

1 Quod CATIIOLICUS non habeatur, qui non concordat Ro 
man* Ecclesiae. Dictat. Greg. VII. in Epist. lib. ii. cpist. 55. 
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nated, I believe, in mere unthinking complaisance 
childishly conceded to arrogant and offensive 
importunity : the idle humour of calling the 
Romanists Catholics, in their own professedly ex 
clusive sense of the word CATHOLIC, ought surely, 
with one accord, to be systematically discontinued 
by every Protestant who himself claims to be a 
member of the Catholic or Universal Church of 
Christ. 

10. As for Dr. Milner, had that gentleman 
somewhat varied the form of his very ingenious 
question propounded to a thoughtless Anglican ; 
and had he, with this mere phraseological varia 
tion, asked the lowest protestant day-labourer, 
Whether he was a member of Christ s Universal 
Church upon earth, the existence of which he pro 
fesses to believe when he recites the Apostles Creed: 
I will venture to affirm, that the answer, instead 
of being NO, would promptly have been YES. 

X. For the loan of books which I did not pos 
sess, I have to acknowledge my obligation, to my 
respected Diocesan Dr. Van-Mildert the present 
Bishop of Durham, and to my valuable friends 
Mr. Archdeacon Vernon and Mr. Brewster. 

For passages extracted or verified from books, 
to which in my retired situation I had no con- 

10 
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venient access, I have to thank my equally valua 
ble friends, Dr. Ellerton, Dr. Bardinel, and Dr. 
Routh President of Magdalen College. 

But, above all, I must pay my due tribute of 
acknowledgement to my late kind and lamented 
neighbour Mr. Anstey, without the use of whose 
library I should have been compelled, simply for 
want of tools, to decline the task imposed upon me 
by a respectable layman of my own communion. 
Before his death, Mr. Anstey, with that feeling of 
liberality which marked all his actions, converted 
his loan into a donation : and the goodly tale of 
folios, some originally my own, others the gift of 
my deceased worthy friend, which now decorate 
or crowd my penetrale, has set me very much at 
ease in respect to inquiries into primitive Anti 
quity. 

If in any measure I have profited from the 
timely assistance of the aforesaid folios, to God 
and his Christ be the glory, and to my Mother 
the Church of England be the benefit ? 

LONG-NEWTON RECTORY, 
Dec. 12, 1829. 
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CHAPTER I. 



INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT. 



BY the members of the earliest Church Catholic, 
the doctrines, taught by the Apostles, must have 
been received as infallibly true : and, since it is 
morally impossible that any very material corrup 
tions or alterations could have ui/irersaHy taken 
place in the course of the two or three first eccle 
siastical descents, the theological system, unani 
mously received by ALL the different branches of 
the mutually communicating primitive Catholic 
Church, must have been that, which in the course 
of their preaching the Apostles orally delivered, 
and which under their direction or by their per 
sonal instrumentality was finally committed to 
imperishable writing. 

I. On the familiar and acknowledged FACT, that 
All the united branches of the one Cliurcii Catholic 
symbolised in a system of Theology, rc/iic/i, through 
the medium of one or two or at the most three de 
scents, they unanimously professed themselres to hare, 
receircd from the Apostle*, was built the argument 
from prescription, pressed with such irresistible 

B 2 
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force against the heretics of the first and second 
centuries by Ireneus and Tertullian l . 

Each varying heresy had a commencement 
without the Catholic Church. Consequently, no 
heresy could deduce its origin from an Apostle. 

But the very reverse of this was the case with 
that system of Theology, which, on the professed 
and undeniable ground of apostolic derivation, was 
unanimously received by ALL the then mutually 
communicating branches of the one Church 
Catholic. 

Hence the theological system of the early Ca 
tholic Church could -not but be apostolic, while 
the various discordant upstart systems of heresy 
stood self-precluded from all claim to apostolicity : 
and hence, while Ireneus and Tertullian distinctly 
lay down the system universally received by the Ca 
tholic Church on the professed ground of derivation 
from the Apostles; Tertullian propounds the in 
disputable canon, Whatever is first, is true ; what 
ever is later, is spurious 2 . 

II. An extension of the argument, employed 
by Ireneus and Tertullian, is evidently the basis 

1 For the distinct and fearless assertion of this vital FACT, 
without the substantiation of which the whole argument from 
prescription is worthless, see Tren. adv. hser. lib. i. c. 3. p. 36. 
edit. 1570. Tertull. de prsescript. adv. hser. 6. Oper. p. 102. 
edit. Rhenan. Ibid. 11. Oper. p. 107. Ibid. 14. Oper. 
p. 109. 

a Iren. adv. hser. lib. i. c. 2. lib. iii. c. 4. Tertull. de prse 
script. adv. haer. 4, 11. Oper. p. 100, 107. Tertull. adv. 
Prax. 1. Oper. p. 405. 
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of that scheme of oral tradition, which, under the 
character of the unwritten word of God, the Roman 
Church holds to be authoritatively concurrent 
with his written word l . 

The Catholics of the present age, it is contended, 
deliver nothing, save what was unati/mouslij delivered 
to them by their predecessors: and their predeces 
sors professed, that the//, in like manner, delivered 
nothing, save what had been unanimously delivered 
to them by a yet prior generation. 

Now this same tmommotfj profession, it is stoutly 
alleged as an indisputable matter of FACT, runs 
hack all the way to the apostolic age itself : nor, in 
any one particular step of transmission, can it ever 
be falsified. 

Consequently, as from such a FACT no doubt it is 
very legitimately concluded, the oral tradition of 
the Catholic Church cannot but set forth the doc 
trines and practices taught and enjoined by the 
Apostles from the very beginning. 

1. Such reasoning, like the exactly similar rea- 

Hanc veritatem et disciplinam contineri in libris scriptis, et 
sine scripto traclitionibus, quas ipsius Christi ore ab Apostolis 
accepta?, aut ab ipsis Apostolis, Spiritu Sancto dictante, quasi 
per rnanus tradita&gt;, ad nos usque pervenerunt, orthodoxorum 
Patnini excmpla secuta, omncs libros tarn Veteris quam Novi 
Testamenti, cum utriusque unus Deus sit auctor, nee non tradi- 
tiones ipsas, turn ad fidem, turn ad mores, pertinentes, tanquam 
vel ore terms a Christo vel a Spiritu Sancto dictatas et continua 
succcssione in Ecclesia Catholica conservatas (Sacrosancta Sy- 

nodlis), PARI PIETATIS AFFECTU AC REVERENTIA, SUSCJpit et 

veneratur. Concil. Trident, sess. iv. p. 7, 8. Antwerp. IG-l-L 
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soning of the Jews in favour of those traditions 
by which they made void the Law, is doubtless 
plausible : but, as it professedly and indeed neces 
sarily appeals to a FACT, by that FACT it must ob 
viously be judged. 

When Ipeneus and Tertullian, in the second 
century, first employed the argument before us ; 
if the heretics of the day could by sufficient evi 
dence have set aside the FACT upon which it claimed 
to repose, we instinctively perceive that the argu 
ment itself would have been altogether worthless. 

This, accordingly, is acknowledged by Tertul 
lian : for he very justly tells us ; that Truth is a 
thing, against which no person can prescriptively set 
up either space of time or patronage of individuals 
or privilege of countries \ 

Hence, if direct historical testimony contradicts 
any part of the oral tradition advocated by the 
Church of Rome, it is clear, that the argument 
from prescription, as now employed in the cause 
of oral tradition, becomes palpably null and incon 
clusive : for the argument professedly rests upon 
an alleged FACT ; and that pretended FACT is set 
aside by direct historical testimony. 

The same remark applies to the excellent canon 
of Vincent of Lerins, who flourished during the 
fifth century. 

In the Catholic Church, says he, we must especi- 

1 Hoc exigere veritatem, cui nemo praescribere potest, non 
spatium temporum, non patrocinia personarum, non privile- 
gium regionum. Tertull. de virgin, veland. Oper. p. 490. 
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ft/ft/ take care to hold that, rchic/t EVERY WHERE and 
ALWAYS and BY ALL has been he tiered : for this is 
trnli/ and properly catholic \ 

His canon is plainly built upon the ancient argu 
ment from prescription : and, accordingly, it rests 
upon the same allegation of a FACT. Let the FACT, 
then, in any single instance, be disproved : and 
the canon, so far as that instance is concerned, 
becomes, even ex professo, totally inapplicable. 
If, by historical testimony, a doctrine or a prac 
tice can be shewn to have been not received EVERY 
WHERE and ALWAYS and BY ALL: then the canon of 
Vincent, so far from requiring the adoption of 
such doctrine or practice, most forcibly enjoins its 
rejection. 

2. On this very intelligible principle, the oral 
tradition of the Roman Church cannot be ad 
mitted in evidence that The peculiarities of the 
latin faith and practice are of apostolic origin, 
until the FACT, upon which professedly reposes 
the argument from prescription as now employed, 
shall itself have been clearly substantiated : and 
the plain necessity of the previous establishment 
of the alleged FACT in question ultimately brings 
the asserted apostolicity of latin peculiarities to 
the satisfactory decision of historical testimony. 

III. That such is the true state of the case, 

In ipsa item Catholica Ecclesia magnopere curandum est, 
tit id teneamus, quod UBIQUE, quod SEMPER, quod AB OMNIBUS, 
crcditiim est : hoc est enim vere proprieque catholicum. Vin 
cent. Lerin. Commonit. lib. i. c. 3. 
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seems to have been felt by the more reasoning 
part of the Latins themselves : for, on this pre 
cise basis, the two modern Treatises of Mr. Be- 
rington and Dr. Trevern have been avowedly 
constructed l . 

The FACT, to be substantiated, is the EVERY 
WHERE and ALWAYS and BY ALL, so judiciously pro 
pounded by Vincent of Lerins : and the only his 
torical medium, through which that FACT can be 
substantiated, is the testimony of Scripture and the 
testimony of the early ecclesiastical writers 2 . 

Accordingly, both these authors proceed upon 
the plan here specified : for, by the testimony of 
Scripture and by the testimony of the early ecclesi 
astical writers, they attempt to establish the al 
leged and very necessary FACT : that, Since all the 
peculiarities of Romanism have been always received 
by the Catholic Church from the very beginning, all 
those peculiarities must be of apostolic origination. 

IV. In their adoption of this line of evidence, 

1 The Faith of Catholics, confirmed by Scripture, and attested 
by the Fathers of the five first centuries of die Church. By 
Joseph Berington. London 1813. Discussion Amicale sur 
1 Eglise Anglicane et en general sur la Reformation. Par M. 
Trevern, 1 Evcque d Aire. A Paris, 1824. Dr. Trevern has 
been translated from Aire to Strasbourg. 

! Rigaltius, himself a Romanist, well remarks in one of his 
observations on Cyprian : Quae sane sunt a Vincentio veris- 
sime ac prudentissime prcnunciata, si non alia sint a major i bus 
tradita, quam qutje majorcs ab Apostolis susceperant : caeterum, 
sub nomine ac persona majorum, per fatuos aut sophistas, asinina 
aut sophistica pro apostolicis traderentur. 
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there is nothing to censure and every thing to 
praise : but, in their management of it, there is a 
particular, which will scarcely receive the appro 
bation of an accurate inquirer. 

Mr. Berington and the Bishop of Strasbourg 
are profuse in their citations from writers of the 
fourth and fifth centuries : but they are lament 
ably penurious in the evidence which they pro 
duce from writers of the three first ages. 

So far as my own reading extends, the same 
ivmark equally applies to all other divines of the 
Roman Communion, who take up a similar mode 
of investigation. They are copious, when they 
should be sparing : they are sparing, when they 
should be copious. 

1. Now, with respect to some among the pecu 
liarities of the Latin Church, I am not aware that 
any person denies their existence during the lapse 
of the fourth and fifth centuries. 

To establish, therefore, by a large adduction of 
passages, what no one dreams of controverting, 
seems little better than mere misapplied labour. 

2. "With respect, again, to others among those 
peculiarities, the existence of which even during 
the fourth and fifth centuries may well be doubted, 
it is plainly altogether foreign from the real matter 
in hand to adduce any evidence from the writers 
of those periods for the purpose of establishing the 
alleged fact of their APOSTOLIC origination. 

In conducting a discussion of the present na- 
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ture, we must never suffer ourselves to forget its 
true object. 

Its true object is AN INQUIRY, WHETHER THE PE 
CULIARITIES OF THE LATIN CHURCH WERE AUTHORI 
TATIVELY INCULCATED BY THE INSPIRED APOSTLES, AND 
WHETHER PROFESSEDLY AS SUCH THEY WERE UNIVER 
SALLY RECEIVED BY THE EARLIEST CATHOLIC BELIEV 
ERS FROM THE VERY BEGINNING. 

To the satisfactory promotion of this object, 
citations from writers of the fourth and fifth cen 
turies are obviously quite irrelevant. With the 
most liberal admission of their pertinence, they 
can only establish the existence of this or that pe 
culiarity (hiring the lapse of the fourth and fifth 
centuries. But, from the roman theologians, an 
accurate inquirer very reasonably demands the 
historical substantiation of the divinely authorised 
existence of each latin peculiarity from the very be- 
gi lining. As Vincent excellently teaches us, We, 
in the Catholic Church, must carefully hold that 
which has ALWAYS been believed. Now a mere 
proof, even if the proof were ever so full and de 
cisive, of the existence of a latin peculiarity during 
the fourth and fifth ages, can be no very satisfac 
tory demonstration of the ALWAYS, which, by the 
sagacious monk of Lerins, is required as a neces 
sary test of genuine Catholicism. In the abstract, 
a peculiarity, which exists some four or five hun 
dred years after the Christian era, may either have 
been really apostolical, or may have been altoge- 
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ther unknown in the time of the Apostles. But 
even the most cogent and invincible proof, thatsttch 
peculiarity existed in t lie fourth and /iff// centuries, 
is assuredly no proof whatever that it was incul 
cated by ihc Apostles from the very beginning. 

3. The whole matter, in short, respecting cita 
tions from writers of the fourth and fifth centuries, 
resolves itself into this. 

If such citations can demonstrate, what, from 
the testimony of yet earlier writers, may be equally 
demonstrated ; they are superfluous : if they can 
only demonstrate, what, from the testimony of yet 
earlier writers, is incapable of demonstration ; they 
are nugatory. 

In cither case, their adduction by latin theolo 
gians will be viewed, as a mere idle attempt to 
give to their cause an apparent strength by the 
ostentatious bringing forward of a perfectly use 
less mass of irrelevant evidence. 

4. Should the adduction of such comparatively 
late testimony be defended upon the principle of 
the argument from prescription, the answer will 
constantly recur : that the argument from prescrip 
tion can uercr be legitimately used, until the FACT, 
upon rc/iic/t that argument professedly rests, shall 
ifxelf hare been first established. 

Now the utter inapplicability of this argument, 
to any testimony afforded by writers of the fourth 
and fifth centuries to this or to tliat peculiarity of 
Romanism when such testimoni/ is not corroborated 
by tenters of a yet earlier period up to the age of 
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the Apostles, may, with great ease, be practically 
shewn even through a mere simple statement of 
one out of many actual circumstances. 

About the middle of the fourth century, the 
Emperor Julian distinctly alleged, against his chris- 
tian contemporaries of the Church Catholic, the 
same adoration of the wood of the cross, as that 
which the Pagans offered up to the heaven-de 
scended buckler of Mars or of Jupiter *. 

In reply to this perfectly specific allegation, 
Cyril of Alexandria, who wrote in the fifth cen 
tury, proceeds, under the form of a retort courte 
ous, through more than three folio pages of elo 
quent declamation, to ridicule the absurdity of 
worshipping the impure divinities of Paganism. 



1 E7ra, w vffrv%f~te dVQpWTroi, o-w^o^tVou rov Trap IIJMV oir\ov 
SiotrtTOVQ, o KarlTre^ey 6 pl-yag Zev, j /rot Trcm/p "Apfj 
gov SidovQ ov \6yov, tpyoy c!, ori riJQ TrdXtwe ///w v ie TO 
n-poacnricret, npoaK.vvtiv a^eVreg Kal (refleadai, TO TOV oravpou Trpocr- 
Kvvelre ^uXov, tiKovaQ avrov crciaypa^&gt;ouvrs E V rtf JUETWTTJ) Kat 
Trpo rwv ok rj^tarw v eyypd^ovrec. Julian, apud Cyril. Alex. cont. 
Julian, lib. vi. p. 194. Lips. 1696. 

I give the whole sentence, for the purpose of shewing that the 
charge of Julian is perfectly unambiguous. He ridicules the 
Christians, because they offered to the wood of the cross that 
precise adoration, which they refused, along with the pagan 
idolaters, to offer to the sacred buckler of Jove or Mars that 
was reputed to have fallen from heaven. This, in form, was 
the allegation. If, then, the Christians of the fourth and fifth 
centuries had abhorred such distinctly characterised cross-wor 
ship ; for it is impossible to misunderstand the charge of the 
Emperor : the obvious answer of Cyril would have been A VERY 

BRIEF BUT VERY FLAT DENIAL. 
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But then, all the while, what he ought to have 
done if he could have done it, lie necer once at 
tempts to den ij the accuracy of the charge preferred 
by Julian \ 

Such being the case, from the concurrent testi 
mony, positive and negative, both of Julian and of 
Cyril, I readily allow, with as much fulness as any 
Romanist can desire : that the adoration of the 
wood of the cross existed in the fourth and fifth 
centuries. 

But does this acknowledged fact establish the 
yet additional fact so necessary to the cause of 
Tridentine Popery : that the adoration of the cross 
uY/.v authoritatively enjoined by the Apostles, and 
that from them it teas unanimously received by the 
earliest Church Catholic ? 

On the principles of oral tradition, as advocated 
by modern Romanists through the medium of the 
ancient argument from prescription, the FACT, sub 
stantiated by the joint testimony of Julian and of 
Cyril, ought to establish the additional FACT of the 
apOftaUcity of cross-worship: yet the distinct earlier 
testimony of Minucius Felix, most effectually, and 
as if in very scorn of the favourite latin theory of 
oral tradition, precludes the possibility of any such 
establishment. 

When charged by the pagan speaker Cecilius 
with the worship of the cross, Octavius, the chris- 
tian speaker in the Dialogue of Minucius, pro ntptly 

1 Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian, lib. vi. p. 194 198. 
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and explicitly denies ALTOGETHER that identical 
adoration, which, at a later period, when unequi 
vocally alleged by Julian, Cyril was unable to 
disavow. 

We neither, says Octavius, worship, nor covet, 
crosses ! . 

Cruces, etiam, nee colimus, nee optamus. Mimic. Pel. 
Octav. p. 284. Lugdun. Batav. 1762. 

The laconic, but quite decisive, brevity of Minucius curiously 
contrasts with the rambling ambages of the sorely perplexed 
and much irritated Cyril some two hundred years later. 

Dr. Trevern, who is a staunch advocate for the undoubted 
apostolicity of cross-worship, does not despair of moulding to 
his wishes even the untractable testimony of Minucius Felix. 

With this object, he takes upon himself to interpret the 
speaker Octavius, as meaning only to say, that Christians adore 
not ALL crosses INDISCRIMINATELY ; the crosses, for instance, on 
which the two thieves were executed : and, on the strength of 
this gratuitous interpretation, he would broadly assert, that Oc 
tavius had not the least wish, in disagreement with the decisions 
of the second Council of Nice and the more recent Council of 
Trent, to deny, that Christians BO adore those which are made 
In imitation and in memory of the true cross. 

Thus glosses Dr. Trevern : to reconcile, however, the primi 
tive testimony of Minucius Felix with the decisions of those two 
celebrated Synods, will, I fear, prove a task beyond the exposi- 
torial ingenuity of the Bishop of Strasbourg. 

Even to say nothing of the total silence of the speaker Octa 
vius respecting any adoration of Christ s cross, the interpreta 
tion, projected by Dr. Trevern, is utterly irreconcilable with the 
context. 

Cecilius alleges, that Christians adored Christ and HIS CROSS 
in particular. Nam, quod religioni nostrce, says Octavius in 
reply, hominem noxium et CRUCEM JEJUS adscribilis, longe de 
vicinia veritatis erratis. Min. Fel. Octav. p. 280. 

7 
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Minucius Felix wrote about the year 220, or 
about one hundred and forty years anterior to the 
time when Julian brought forward against his 
Christian contemporaries a direct accusation of 
ffross cross-worship. From the evidence of Julian 
and Cyril it appears, that the worship of the cross 
prevailed in the Catholic Church during the fourth 
and fifth centuries : from the evidence of Minu 
cius Felix it appears, that the worship of the cross 
did not prevail in the Catholic Church at the be 
ginning of the third century. Therefore, as the 

Now, to tliis precise allegation, a mere denial, that Christians 
adored the crosses of ALL malefactors IN GENERAL, were plainly 
no answer : for it were nugatory to deny a matter, which had 
never been charged upon them. 

The crosses, therefore, mentioned by Octavius in his final 
reply, can only be material imitations of the true cross of Christ 
EXCLUSIVELY, then apparently beginning to be introduced sym 
bolically into churches, and afterward by the second Council of 
Nice proposed to the relative adoration of the faithful. 

I suppose the Bishop would fain ground his gloss upon the 
mere play of words, observable in the answer of Octavius : at 
least, no other even semblance of a basis for that gloss can I 
discover. 

We neither worship, nor covet, crosses ; says Octavius : that 
is ; We neither worship representations of Christ s cross (CRU- 
CEM EJUS), nor hare nc the least wish to be crucified. 

If such be the groundwork of his lordship s projected inter 
pretation, I conceive no other reply to be necessary, than the 
simple exhibition of the charge and the answer in immediate 
juxtu-position. 

Nam, quod religion! nostrae homincm noxiuiu et CKIXEM EJUS 
H(lM-ril&gt;itis, loiiL e de vicinia veritatis erratis. 

CftOOSI nee coliimts, nee optaniu&gt;. 
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worship of the cross could not have been apostoli- 
cally inculcated upon the earliest Church Catho 
lic : so, most clearly, it had crept into existence 
during the period which elapsed between the year 
220 and the year 360. Hence the evidence of 
Minucius abundantly demonstrates, if indeed so 
plain a matter requires any demonstration : that 
Mere unsupported citations from writers of the 
fourth and fifth centuries are utterly incapable of 
establishing the APOSTOLICAL origin of any of those 
peculiarities, which, by latin ecclesiastics, are so zea 
lously and so pertinaciously advocated. 

V. On the perfectly intelligible grounds here 
laid down, it is manifest, that, with the most boun 
tiful chronological allowance, the sole really effec 
tive historical testimony, produced by the Roman 
ist, must be confined to the three first centuries : 
and, even within that period, no testimony will be 
legitimately conclusive, unless it form one of the 
links of a chain extending to the age of the Apos 
tles themselves. 

I need scarcely to add, that any portion of the 
more modern testimony of the three first ages, 
the evidence (for instance) of the third century or 
of the latter part of the third century, if, instead 
of being confirmed, it be directly contradicted, by 
yet earlier testimony, is, a fortiori, altogether use 
less and nugatory: and even the unsupported, 
though not formally contradicted, testimony of 
the third century will only be a shade more co 
gent, than the similarly unsupported testimony of 
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the fourth or fifth century : for, in historically de 
termining the apostolicity or the non-apostolicity of 
any given doctrine or practice, the most ancient 
testimony will always be the most valuable. 

In fine, while the laws of historical evidence 
clearly forbid the Romanist to indulge in the delu 
sive habit of largely adducing testimonies later 
than the third century ; the cautious inquirer 
must learn distinctly to impress and firmly to re 
tain upon his mind the exclusively true point of 
investigation. 

Now that point is : not What doctrines or prac 
tices might be received in the Church during the 
lapse of the fourth or fifth or any subsequent cen 
tury ; but, simply and solely, Whether we have suf 
ficient h/xtorical evidence, that the peculiarities of 
the modern Latin Church were originally inculcated 
by the inspired Apostles and were from them univer 
sally received by the earliest race of primitive Chris 
tians. 

VI. In the first part of the present discussion, 
it is my intention simply to consider the evidence, 
which, by roman ecclesiastics, is produced from 
writers of the three earliest centuries, for the pur 
pose of substantiating the HISTORICAL FACT so re 
peatedly alleged by the Fathers of the Tridentine 
Council : that The peculiarities of the Latin Church 
were original// inculcated by the Apostles, and were 
from them unanimously and universally and pro- 
fettedJy received in the very beginning by the strictly 
pr nnitire ( /inxfiatm. 

c 
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While prosecuting this examination, I shall 
bring forward no testimony to the contrary effect : 
I shall barely inquire ; Whether the evidence from 
the three first centuries, as produced by the Roman 
ists themselves, is sufficient to substantiate the FACT, 
for the establishment of which it is avowedly pro- 
duced. 

Should this evidence turn out to be insufficient, 
the Latins, even on their own shewing, cannot 
reasonably demand the admission of their pecu 
liarities. Still less, then, can they demand it, 
should we find yet additionally in the sequel, that 
The apostolic origin and the primeval unanimous 
acceptance of those peculiarities are positively con 
tradicted by direct historical testimony. 



CHAPTER II, 



INFALLIBILITY. 



AT the very head of latin peculiarities, stands the 
claim of Infallibility or Inerrancy : a claim, which, 
if substantiated, will of course compel the admis 
sion of every other peculiarity. 

According to the decision of Pope Gregory VII, 
The Roman Church never erred : and, as Scripture 
bears witness, it never will err to all perpetuity . 

I. When such a claim is thus boldly pro 
pounded, and when a direct appeal in its favour 
is made to Scripture itself: we are obviously led 
to inquire, what passages of Holy Writ can be 
produced in evidence, and what testimony is af 
forded by the early ecclesiastical writers of the 
three first centuries that from the beginning this 
claim was always admitted and defended. 

1. The passages, adduced from Scripture by 

1 Romana Ecclesia nunquam erravit : nee in perpetuum, tes- 
tante Scriptura, errabit. Dictat. Pap. Gregor. VII. in Epist. 
lib. ii. epist. 55. Labb. Concil. vol. x. p. 110, 111. 

c2 
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the latin theologians for the purpose of demon 
strating the infallibility of their Church, are the 
following. 

(1.) / say also unto thee, that thou art Peter: 
and upon this rock I will build my Church ; and the 
gates of heN shall not prevail against it \ 

(2.) Where two or three are gathered together 
in my name, there am I in the midst of them 2 . 

(3.) Jesus came, and spake unto them, saying : 
All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. 
Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptising 
them in the name of the Father and of the Son and 
of the Holy Ghost; teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you. And, 
lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the 
world 3 . 

(4.) He, that heareth you, heareth me : and he, 
that despiseth you, despiseth me : and he, that de- 
spiseth me, despiseth him that sent me 4 . 

(5.) / will pray the Father : and he shall give 
you another Comforter, that he may abide with you 
for ever ; even the Spirit of truth 5 . 

(6.) Howbeit, when lie, the Spirit of truth, is 
come ; he will guide you into all truth : for he shall 
not speak of liimself ; but, whatsoever he shall hear, 
that shall he speak : and he will shew you things to 



come 6 . 



1 Matt. xvi. 18. * Matt, xviii. 20. 

3 Matt, xxviii. 18 20. * Luke x. 16. 

5 John xiv. 16, 17. 6 John xvi. 13. 
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(7.) For it seemed good to the Holy Ghost and 
to us, to lay upon you no greater burden than these 



(8.) These things wife I unto thee, that fhou 
wauest know, how thou oughtest to behave thyself in 
the house of God, which is the Church of the living 
God, the pillar and ground of the truth 2 . 

2. If, from such scriptural passages agreeably 
to their well understood aboriginal interpretation, 
the early ecclesiastics deduced the infallibility of 
the Roman Church : we may obviously expect to 
find them perpetually recognizing and defending 
it. Accordingly, the following passages are ad 
duced, as containing their distinct testimony in 
its favour. 

(1.) The first set of passages occurs in the writ 
ings of Ignatius, who flourished early in the se 
cond century, and who had been a hearer of the 
Apostle John. 

While yet among you, I cried with a loud voice : 
Attend to the Bishop and the Presbytery and the 
Deacons 3 . 

Farewell in Jesus Christ ; being obedient to the 
Bishop as to the commandment, and in like manner 
to the Presbytery *. 



1 Acts xv. 28. 1 Tim. iii. 15. 

-yaora /urau wv, eXdXouv fieyaXy 0om; TJ 

KCLI ry rcptffpvrtpiy, Kal CiaKoyoiQ. Ignat. Epist. ad 
Philadelph. vii. Cotel. Pair. Apost. vol. ii. p. 32. 
iv 
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/ exhort, that you diligently do all things in the 
unanimity of God, the Bishop in the place of God 
presiding over you *. 

(2.) The next set of passages will be found in 
the Treatise of Ireneus, who wrote in the latter 
half of the second century. 

Wherefore, Christians ought to obey the Presby 
ters in the Church, those who have their succession 
from the Apostles, as we have shewn ; who, with 
the succession of the episcopate, have received, ac 
cording to the good pleasure of the Father, the sure 
grace of truth 2 . 

Where the free gifts of the Lord are placed, there 
we ought to learn the truth from those, with whom 
is the succession of the Church from the Apostles, 
and among whom prevails soundness and irreprehen- 
sibleness of discourse. For these, both guard our 
faith in the true God the maker of all things, and 
increase our love toward the Son of God who made 
such dispositions on our account, and explain to us 
tlie Scriptures without danger 8 . 



icai rijf 7rpr/3urfp/y. Ignat. Epist. ad Trail. 
| xiii. p. 25. 

1 Ilapcuvw iv b/jLovotij. Qeov, &lt;T7rouSaer irdvra -rrpdaoeiv, Trpo- 
Kadr]fJ.erov TOV iirtffKOTrov (.Is roirov &eov. Ignat. Epist. ad Mag- 
nes. vi. p. 18, 19. 

2 Quapropter eis qui in Ecclesia sunt presbyteris obaudire 
oportet, his qui successionem habent ab Apostolis, sicut osten- 
dimus ; qui cum episcopatus successione charisma veritatis cer- 
tum, secundum placitum Patris, acceperunt. Iren. adv. haer. 
lib. iv. c. 43. p. 277. 

! Ubi igitur charismata Domini posita sunt, ibi discere opor- 
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(3.) Another set of passages is taken from Ter- 
tullian, who flourished at the end of the second 
century. 

It is unlawful for us to indulge in any tiling ac 
cording to our on ii humour: nor may we choose what, 
from his own mere whim, any person may have in 
troduced. We have for our authors the Apostles of 
the Lord, who not even themselves selected what they 
might introduce according to their own humour, but 
faithfully delivered to the nations the discipline which 
they had received from Christ l . 

Let us grant that all the Churches have erred 
Shall we say, then, that the Holy Spirit has looked 
upon no one of them to lead it into truth, though 
sent for this very purpose from Christ, though be- 

tet veritatem, apud quos est ea quae est ab Apostolis Ecclesiae 
successio, et id quod est sanum et irreprobabile sermonis con- 
stat. Hi enim et earn, quae est in unum Deum qui omnia fecit, 
fidem nostram custodiunt ; et earn, quae est in Filium Dei, di- 
lectionem adaugent, qui tantas dispositiones propter nos fecit ; 
et Scripturas sine periculo nobis exponunt. Iren. adv. haer. 
lib. iv. c. 45. p. 279. 

The Bishop of Strasbourg, by way, I suppose, of making 
Ireneus bear a somewhat more precise testimony in favour of 
infallibility, has thought it expedient to render the latin sine 
periculo by the french sans danger D ERREURS. Discuss. Amic. 
vol. i. p. 127. Where did Dr. Trevern find his d erreurs? 

1 Nobis vero nihil ex nostro arbitrio indulgere licet, sed nee 
eligere quod aliquis de arbitrio suo induxerit. Apostolos Do 
mini habemus autores, qui nee ipsi quicquam ex suo arbitrio, 
quod inducerent, elegerunt : sed acceptam a Christo disciplinam 
fideliter nationibus adsignaverunt. Tertull. de prescript, adv. 
lucr. 2. Oper. p. &lt;J7. 
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sought for this very purpose of the Father, that he 
might be the teacher of truth ? Shall we say, that 
the agent of God, the vicar of Christ, has neglected 
his office, suffering the Churches to understand and 
believe differently, than he himself preached through 
the Apostles ] ? 

(4.) Clement of Alexandria, who also flourished 
about the end of the second century, is considered 
likewise as bearing testimony to the same effect. 

Those, who will, may discover the truth For they 
may learn demonstratively through the Scriptures 
themselves, how heresies have fallen away, and how 
in truth alone and in the primeval Church there is 
the most accurate knowledge and the truly best selec 
tion z . 

(5.) There is yet another set of passages ad 
duced from Cyprian, who lived toward the middle 
of the third century. 

We ought firmly to hold and vindicate unity, more 
especially we Bishops who preside in the Church, 

1 Age mine omnes erraverint Nullam respexerit Spiritus 
Sanctus uti earn in veritatem deduceret, ad hoc missus a Christo, 
ad hoc postulatus a Patre, ut esset doctor veritatis ? Neglex- 
erit officium Dei villicus, Christi vicarius, sinens ecclesias aliter 
interim intelligere, aliter credere, quam ipse per Apostolos prae- 
dicabat. Tertull. de prsescript. adv. haer. 9. Oper. p. 105. 

1 Tolg /xev yap /3ov\o/ie voi t&ffrat KO.\ TO tvptlv rrjv a \//0ia&gt;/ 
/cat St avrtJJV TU&gt;V ypa^wv e/c/xavOaVeiv aTro^eucrucwe, OTTWC p.tv 
aVeo-^aXjjffav cu atp7ie&gt; OTTOIQ tie iv fioyy 7-3 (&Jftfc/f KCU rp 
dp-^aiy. EKKrX^criy ijre aVpt/kora rT; yvwfftc KOI /; ry OVTI apiari) 
atpeffic- Clem. Alex. Strom, lib. vii. Oper. p. 755. Colon. 
1688. 
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that zee may prove also the Episcopate itself to be 
one and undivided God is one, and Christ is one, 
and his Church is one, and the faith is one, and the 
common people coupled into the solid unity of the 
body by the glue of concord l . 

There is one Episcopate, diffused through the 
concordant numerosity of many Bishops 2 . 

II. These several texts from Scripture, and 
these several passages from the writers of the 
three first centuries, are adduced by Dr. Trevern 
and Mr. Berington, under the aspect of historical 

1 Unitatem firmiter tenere et vindicare debemus, maxima 
Episcopi, qui in Ecclesia praesidemus, ut Episcopatum quoque 
ipsum unum atque indivisum probemus Deus unus est, et 
Christus unus, et una Ecclesia ejus, et fides una et plebs in soli- 
dam corporis unitatem concordiae glutino copulata. Cyprian, 
de unit, eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 108, 119. Oxon. 1682. 

Dr. Trevern, in a very slovenly manner, first runs these two 
widely separated passages into one with a direct inversion of 
their collocation, and then completes the matter by a gross mis 
translation. 

L Eglise Cathotique est unie entre toutes ses parties, et con- 
solidee par le clment (glutino) des eveques adherens les uns aux 
autres. Nous qui sommes eveques, et qui presidons dans VEglise, 
nous devons particulierement et plus fermement embrasser cette 
unite et la dejendre. Discuss. Amic. vol. i. p. 126, 127. 

I had some difficulty in discovering the two passages, which 
the Bishop has masqueraded into one : for, according to his 
usual loose mode of reference, he merely tells us, that we may 
find his citation au livre de I Unite. 

1 Episcopatus unus, Episcoporum multorum concordi nume- 
rositate diffusus. Cyprian, epist. ad Antonian. Iv. Oper. vol. ii. 
p. 112. 
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testimony *. We have, therefore, simply to con 
sider, whether, on any intelligible principles of 
evidence, they substantiate the authoritative de 
cision of Pope Gregory : that T/ie Roman Church 
never erred, and that it never will err to all perpe 
tuity. 

1. With regard to the texts from Scripture, 
some of them indeed promise personally to the 
inspired Apostles what is equivalent to Infalli 
bility : but, as for those which are of general ap 
plication, they vouch for nothing more, than that, 
through his good providence, Christ will preserve 
his Church, in this branch or in that branch, from 
deadly and fundamental and apostatic error. 

Such a promise is, of necessity, implied, even in 
the constitution of the Church : for, if those essen 
tials, which compose the very being of Christi 
anity and without which Christianity would cease 
to be Christianity, should universally become ex 
tinct or should universally be rejected ; it is clear, 
that the gates of hell would, in that case, prevail. 
But, that the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
his Church, however widely in some quarters and 
during some seasons error and heresy may be do 
minant, Christ has expressly declared. Hence 
we may rest assured, that, in one branch or an 
other branch, the Church will never cease to be 
the ground and pillar of the truth. 

Trevern s Discuss. Amic. lett. iii. vol. i. p. 102 170. 
Berington s Faith of Cathol. p. 112114, 62, 63. 
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But, while this consolatory position is clearly 
implied in the terms of Christ s promise, we shall 
vainly seek in Scripture for a declaration, that any 
one provincial or national Church is specially in 
vested with the high privilege of perpetual infalli 
ble inerrancy. As Tostatus of Avila, himself a 
Romanist even of the fifteenth century, well re 
marks : The Catholic Church never errs, because it 
never errs in ALL its branches l . But, in respect to 
any single branch, there is no such security. Yet 
is not the general promise to the Church Catholic 
thereby invalidated. For, as the same Tostatus 
again very justly observes, The Church of the La- 
titi* is not tJie Catholic Church, but only a certain 
part of it : wherefore, even though tlie whole of that 
particular Church should have erred, this were no 
proof of the error of the Catholic Church ; because 
the Catholic Church still remains in those branches 
which err not, whether, in point of number, these be 
more or fewer than the erring branches 2 . 

The interpretation of Tostatus is, I believe, the 
identical interpretation of the whole body of those 
who collectively are styled Protestants ; certainly 

Ecclcsia Universalis nunquam errat, quia nunquatn tota 
errat. Tostat. Abulens. Praefat. in Matt, quaest. xiii. 

3 Ecclesia Latinorum non est Ecclesia Universalis, sed qusc- 
dam pars ejus : ideo, etiamsi tota ipsa errasset, non errabat Ec 
clesia Universalis ; quia manet Ecclesia Universalis in partilms 
illis qua? non errant, sive iliac sint numero plures quam erran- 
tes, sive non. Tostat. Abulens. quaest. iv. in Matt, ad pro- 
leg. 2. 
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it is that of the Church of England ! : and of its 
soundness I see no reason to doubt. At all events, 
the texts are palpably insufficient to establish, on 
scriptural evidence, the infallible inerrancy of the 
Church of Rome 2 . 

2. Equally irrelevant are the passages adduced 
from the writers of the three first centuries. 
Scanty as those passages are in number, they are 
likewise altogether defective in point of efficiency : 
for they establish no such infallibility of the Ro 
man Church, as that which Pope Gregory pro 
pounds and which every modern Latin so stoutly 
maintains. 

(1.) The passages from Ignatius, brought for 
ward by the Bishop of Strasbourg, are altogether 
wide of the mark. 

They distinctly prove Ignatius to have been 
what is now called a high-churchman: but they 
contain not a hint even of Catholic, still less there 
fore of Roman, Infallibity. 

(2.) The passages from Ireneus and Tertullian 
and Clement turn altogether upon the argument 
from prescription. 

v 

1 Art. xix. 

1 Mr. Berington additionally cites Acts xv. 1, 22, 23, 28, 29, 
41. See his Faith of Cathol. p. 112, 113. I omit giving those 
texts at length, because I am totally unable to discover how 
they establish the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. So far 
as I can perceive, they have not the very slightest bearing upon 
the question. The curious inquirer, however, may read and 
judge for himself. 
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This argument, however, though highly valu 
able when legitimately managed, is powerless, as 
we have already seen, unless the FACT, upon which 
it professedly rests, shall Itself have been first sub 
stantiated. 

I may add, that the second passage from Ter- 
tullian sets forth the precise view of the question, 
which is taken by Protestants, and which is so 
well exhibited by that judicious Romanist Tos- 
tatus of Avila. 

(3.) The passages from Cyprian are totally 
silent on the topic of Infallibility. 

They merely propound, what in the abstract 
few will be disposed to controvert, the evils of 
schism and the benefits of unity . 

1 Mr. Berington cites also a passage from Origen, who flou 
rished about the middle of the third century. Faith of Cathol. 
p. 114. The statement, which it contains, is undoubtedly true : 
but it is nothing whatsoever to the purpose. I subjoin it in his 
own translation. 

Let him look to it, nho, arrogantly puffed up, contemns the 
apostolic words. To me it is good, to adhere to apostolic men 
as to God and his Christ, and to draw intelligence from the 
Scriptures according to the sense that has been delivered by 
them If n&lt;e follow the mere teller of the Scriptures, and take 
the interpretation of the Law as the Jews commonly explain it, 
I shall blush to confess, that the Lord should have given such 
[un:\ But, if the Law of God be understood as the Church 
teaches, then truly does it transcend all human laws and is nor 
th y of him that gave it. Orig. Homil. vii. in Levit. torn. xi. 
p. 224, 226. 

This passage exists only in the latin version of Ruffinus of 
Aquik ia, who flourished in the fifth century. Mr. Berington 
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III. It is urged, however, by the strenuous ad 
vocates of the Latin Church, that the Church of 



himself very truly remarks, that the Homilies of Origen, which 
are not extant in Greek, are thought to have been rather loosely 
translated by Ruffinus. Hence, as the latin version is confes 
sedly paraphrastic and argumentative, we can only receive its 
testimony to doctrine or to practice, as the testimony of the 
fifth century. Faith of Cathol. p. 201. Such being the case, 
it will be foreign to my plan to notice in future any passages, 
which Mr. Berington may adduce from the latin version of 
Origen under the aspect of their containing evidence of the third 
age : and I must needs say, that he himself, even by his own 
shewing, ought to have arranged them, as the testimony of Ruf 
finus, not of Origen. 

As for the passage which I have here gratuitously given at 
length, it propounds nothing but what every member of the 
Church of England is quite ready to admit, though he will pro 
bably be unable to discover in it any attestation to the Infalli 
bility of the Church of Rome. We Anglicans, who are no advo 
cates for the wild licence of that arbitrary private interpretation 
which some have unskilfully misdeemed the very principle of 
Protestantism, receive, as our exclusive rule of Faith, Holy 
Scripture as understood by primitive Antiquity. 

Nos, et ex Sacris Libris, quos scimus non posse fallere, cer- 
tam quandam Religionis formam qusesivisse : et ad veterum Pa- 
trum atque Apostolorum primitivam Ecclesiam, hoc est, ad pri- 
mordia atque initia, tanquam ad fontes, rediisse. Apol. Ec- 
cles. Anglic, author. Jolian. Juell. apud Enchir. Theol. vol. i. 
p. 34:0. 

Opto, cum Melancthone et Ecclesia Anglicana, per canalem 
Antiquitatis deduci ad nos dogmata Fidei e fonte Sacrae Scrip- 
turae derivata. Alioquin, quis futurus est novandi finis ? Ca- 
saub. Epist. 744. 

These are the words of soberness and right reason. Let Mr. 
Berington historically prove to us, that the theologians of his 
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Rome, taken in the largest sense, is virtually equi 
valent to the Catholic Church : and the mode, in 
which they would establish thisparodox, is through 
the medium of the assertion ; that None are mem 
bers of the Church Catholic save those who are in 
communion with and in subjection to the Roman 
Patriarch ! . 

In proof of this large assertion, we might well 
ask : Where does Scripture declare communion with 
the Bishop of Rome to be the necessary test of Ca 
tholicity ; and From which of the writers of the 
three first centuries do we learn, that none, save the 
spiritual subjects of that Prelate, are to be accounted 
Catholic Christians 9 

But it matters little to ask for what can never 
be given. The testimony of history, even as ad 
duced by the Romanists themselves, substantiates 
not the inerrancy of the Catholic Church in all 
its several branches : still less, therefore, does it 
establish the doctrinal infallibility and the perpe 
tual inerrancy of any one mere provincial or na 
tional or patriarchal Church. We learn nothing 

communion draw intelligence from the Scriptures according to 
the sense that has been delivered by apostolic men : and he may 
then fairly bring to bear upon us the preceding passage from 
the latin version of Ruffinus. Without this antecedent proof, 
I really discern not the pertinence of his citation. It may not 
be useless to remark, that his Work abounds with quotations 
equally irrelevant. 

1 Quod Catholicus non habeatur, qui non concordat Romanae 
Ecclesiae. Dictat. Pap. Gregor. VII. in Epist. lib. ii. epist. 55. 
Labb. Concil. vol. x. p. 111. 
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from it, save the existence of an authoritative 
declaration or prophecy : that The essentials of 
Christianity should never become wholly extinct or 
should never be universally rejected. As for the 
historical establishment of Pope Gregory s deci 
sion, that T^he Roman Church never erred and never 
will err to all perpetuity ; it is still, if I mistake not, 
a desideratum in latin theology. 

IV. Since the Romanists, however, are far more 
quick-sighted in discovering the proofs of their 
peculiarities than the somewhat undiscerning 
members of protestant communions, let us, for a 
moment, suppose, that the Infallibility of the Latin 
Church has been actually substantiated past all 
reasonable contradiction : still, before any parti 
cular use can be made of it in absolute practice, 
there is yet another point, which must be both 
distinctly enunciated and historically demon 
strated. 

Even if Scripture itself, quite plainly, though 
in specialities indefinitely, had taught us, that The 
Church of Rome is infallible ; we could, in the very 
nature of things, have derived no practical benefit 
from that declaration, unless the specific organ, 
through which that highly privileged Church 
should propound its unerring decisions, had like 
wise been precisely and unequivocally defined : 
for, without such authoritative definition of the 
specific organ, even though a matter should in 
point of fact have been infallibly propounded, we 
in point of self-application could never know with 
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certainty that that matter had been propounded 
infallibly. 

The Romanists, if questioned on this topic, pre 
tend not to say, that every individual layman or 
every individual priest or every individual bishop 
or even every individual national branch of their 
infallible Church is severally and personally in 
fallible. Where, then, is the precious gift of In 
fallibility deposited : and From whose hands, specifi 
cally, must we seek an infallible settlement of every 
disputed doctrine or practice ? 

In reply to these questions, some of the roman 
divines assure us, that The Pope, when speaking ex 
cathedra and without contradiction from the great 
body of the catholic bishops, is clearlij infallible : 
others deny the infallibility of the Pope ; and de 
clare, that Infallibility is deposited with General 
Councils : others again maintain, that General 
Councils are not infallible, unless their decisions 
shall have received the approbation of the Pope, who 
yet, all the while, is himself fallible. 

Now what can a plain man think of the practical 
use of an infallibility, respecting the deposit of 
which its very advocates are themselves so dis 
gracefully at variance ? Had God really con 
ferred the gift of infallibility either upon the Ro 
man Church or upon any other Church, can we, 
without blasphemy, believe, that he would spon 
taneously have frustrated his own purposes by 
leaving us altogether in the dark as to the precise 
organ through which that gift was to be adminis- 

D 
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tered ? What profit can any man possibly derive 
from the alleged infallibility of the Roman Church, 
if he be quite uncertain : whether the infallibility 
itself be lodged with Pope, or Council, or Council 
and Pope conjointly ; whether it alike appertain to 
all the three severally ; or whether it belong solely 
to one out of the three, so that the other two 
stand completely excluded ? 

But, even if the Romanists were agreed among 
themselves as to the precise organ through which 
the oracles of infallibility are to be uttered, we 
should still find it necessary to call upon them for 
historical demonstration. 

Let all unanimously assert : that Infallibility is 
lodged with the Pope. From Scripture and from 
the writers of the three first ages, we request a 
proof of the assertion. 

Let all unanimously assert : that Infallibility is 
deposited with General Councils. Still, as reason 
able beings, we require proof from Scripture and 
from the writers of the three first centuries. 

Let all unanimously assert : that Neither Gene 
ral Councils nor Popes separately are infallible, but 
that infallibility is lodged solely with the two con 
jointly ; so that General Councils are infallible only 
when their decisions are ratified by a singly fallible 
Pope. Again, from Scripture and from the same 
primitive writers, we require an establishment of 
the assertion J . 

1 No substantiation of any one of these three hypotheses 
has been presented to us either by Mr. Berington or by the 
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We are sometimes told, that, whatever subordi 
nate differences there may be, all are at least 
agreed upon one point : Whether Popes and Coun 
cil* separately be fallible or infallible ; at any rate, 
General Councils, wlien ratified by the Pope, must 
assuredly be mewed as possessing undoubted infalli 
bility. 

Now, even if this were the case, we should be 
no nearer to the end of our difficulties : for, though 
two Romanists might thence equally admit the in 
fallibility of a decision when made by a Council 
thus circumstanced, they would plainly quite differ 
as to the fallibility or infallibility of a decision 
made either by a Pope ex cathedra or by a Coun 
cil differently circumstanced ; and still we should 
no less require proof, from Scripture and from the 
early writers, that an Ecumenical Council, ratified 
by the Pope, Is really infallible. 

But, in truth, I suspect, that it is In no wise the 
case. At least, the language of the learned Albert 
Pighius strikes upon my own apprehension as al 
together irreconcileable with any belief, on his part, 
in the infallibility of Councils however circum 
stanced. He asserts, that General Councils are 
not of dirine, but of merely human, institution: and 
he states, that they originate only from a dictate of 
right reason ; for doubtful matters may be better 
debated by many than, by few, more especially when 

Bishop of Strasbourg : yet surely, if they aim at rational con 
viction, the matter were not quite unimportant. 

D 2 
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the many are prudent and experienced persons. This 
assertion he proves on those very principles of his 
torical testimony, to which Mr. Berington and the 
Bishop of Strasbourg profess themselves willing to 
resort. There is not a word, says he, about General 
Councils in the canonical Scriptures : nor, from the 
institution of the Apostles, did the primitive Church 
of Christ receive any thing special respecting them . 
He afterward goes on to tell us, that, From theo 
logical grounds, it is impossible to demonstrate, that 
the whole Church ought to be represented by a Gene 
ral Council; when that Council, so far from being 
the whole Church, is not a thousandth part of it. 
For this right of representation, says he, a General 
Council has, either from Christ, or from the Church. 
If it be said, From Christ : then not a single sylla 
ble can be produced from Scripture, where it is as 
serted that Christ made over the authority of the 
whole Church to some one or two hundred Bishops. 
If it be said, From the Church : then it will be ne 
cessary to establish two several matters ; first, that 
the Church has ever conveyed such a right; secondly, 
that the Church possesses any such authority 2 . 

V. This language of Pighius evidently brings 
us full upon yet another difficulty. 

If we suppose the Church of Rome to possess 

1 In Scripturis Canonicis nullum de iis verbum est : nee, 
ex Apostolorum institutione, speciale quicquam de illis accepit 
ilia primitiva Christi Ecclesia. Albert. Pigh. Hierarch. Eccles. 
lib. vi. c. 1. 

2 Albert. Pigh. Hierarch. Eccles. lib. vi. c. 4. 
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an indefinite infallibility, -while the precise seat of 
that infallibility has never been revealed to us in 
Holy Scripture : it is clear, that, as that precise 
seat is now unknown, so it nercr can be certainly 
known without an additional specific revelation 
from heaven. 

Infallibility alone can infallibly determine the 
precise seat of infallibility. But, until the precise 
seat of infallibility shall have been infallibly deter 
mined ; we cannot possibly enjoy, with any mea 
sure of assurance, the advantage of infallibility in 
an active or operative condition. Therefore no 
individual or assembly in this world, without a di 
rect revelation from heaven, can infallibly define 
to us the exact place where infallibility is de 
posited. 

Thus, for instance, the decision of any General 
Council, even though ratified by the Pope ex ca- 
thedra, cannot itself determine itself to be the seat 
of infallibility : because, ere that decision be ac 
cepted as infallible, we must anteriorly know infal 
libly, that a Council so circumstanced is infallible. 
Such knowledge, however, involving the very 
point to be established, clearly, even in the nature 
of things, cannot be communicated by a Council 
so circumstanced : for we must first know infallibly 
that such a Council is itself infallible, ere we can 
admit its ozc/i asseveration of its own infallibility to 
be any legitimate proof of its actual!// possessing 
such infallibility ; and the person, who from its 
men decision .shall attempt to demonstrate the in- 
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fallibility even of a papally ratified General Council, 
will inevitably, to the sore discomposure of a logi 
cal head, find himself whirled round and round in 
the giddy revolution of the circulating syllogism. 
Let him manage his unpromising materials as best 
he may, suck a reasoner can only,^rs^ demonstrate 
the infallibility of such a Council from its own de 
cision respecting its own self, and then secondly 
demonstrate the infallibility of such a decision from 
the infallibility of such a Council. 

I might add, that, ere we can assuredly benefit 
from the inerrancy of a true General Council, not 
only must the infallibility of such a Council be 
first infallibly established, but the precise nature 
of its requisite composition must likewise be infal 
libly defined and determined. Is a genuine infal 
lible Council composed jointly of the Clergy and 
the Laity : or must its members be exclusively 
clerical ? If its members must be exclusively 
clerical, are they variously to be both Bishops and 
Priests and Deacons : or are Deacons to be shut 
out, while Bishops and Priests are admitted : or 
are both Priests and Deacons alike to be shut out, 
while Bishops alone can be deemed legitimate 
canonical members? All these points must be 
infallibly determined by antecedent infallible au 
thority, ere we could consistently receive as infal 
lible the decisions of a General Council, even on 
the supposition, that a General Council itself had 
infallibly, though only indefinitely, been antece 
dently determined to be infallible. 
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But I press not any further the mere subordi 
nate entanglements of this strangely perplexed 
question. It will be sufficient for me to ask, in 
all simplicity, the advocate of roman infallibility : 
Where has it been infallibly determined, that a Ge 
neral Council /.v infallible, when its decisions shall 
hare receired the jinal stamp of the papal sanction ? 
If such a determination has been made ; how do 
you demonstrate the antecedent infallibility of the 
determiner ? If such a determination has not 
been made ; how know you, that a papally sanc 
tioned General Council is infallible ? And yet, if 
such a determination has not already been infalli 
bly made ; how can it hereafter be made without 
a special revelation from heaven ? 

In short, by the very nature and necessity of 
things, no one can infallibly define the seat of in 
fallibility, unless he shall have antecedently de 
monstrated himself to be infallible. 

VI. But we have not even yet reached the end 
of the marvellous difficulties and glaring inconsis 
tencies, with which the dogma of roman infalli 
bility is so hopelessly encumbered. 

Even if it had been clearly revealed that the 
Latin Church is incapable of error, and even if the 
precise organ of her infallibility had by scriptural 
authority been plainly defined : still, to derive 
any benefit from such infallibility, it would yet 
additionally be necessary, that each individual 
Christian should himself be rendered incapable of 
error. 
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The alleged uncertainty and indefiniteness of 
Scripture is a fruitful topic of argument with every 
zealous Romanist ] : and this very indefiniteness 
is urged in proof, that for the establishment of the 
faith infallibility is necessary, and THEREFORE that 
God must have conferred it upon his Church 2 . 

But those ingenious persons, who thus argue, 
seem never to have observed, that exactly the 
same difficulty, if difficulty it be, attends equally 
upon the decisions both of Popes and of Councils. 
Scripture, as the word of God, we know to be in 
fallible : Popes and Councils have, by the Roman 
ists, been alleged to be infallible. If, then, the 
acknowledged infallibility of Scripture may, in ac 
tual operation, prove unavailing ; because a con 
fessedly fallible reader may doubtless mistake its 
import : certainly the alleged infallibility of a Pope 
or a Council may, in actual operation, be equally 
unavailing ; because a confessedly fallible reader 
or hearer of their infallible decisions may entirely 
misunderstand such decisions. In the abstract, 
let the decisions themselves be ever so free from 
error : still no person can be infallibly sure that 
he annexes to them their true meaning, unless he 

1 Hermannus ait : Scripturas valere quantum fabulas JEsopi, 
si destituantur Ecclesiae autoritate. V. Baill. Tract, i. quaest. 
17. 

Sunt Scripturae quidam velut nasus cereus, qui se liorsum, 
illorsum, trahi, retrahi, fingique, facile permittit. Albert. 
Pigh. Hierarch. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 3. 

! The reader will find a superb specimen of this argumentum 
a priori, in Discuss. Amic. lettr. iii. vol. i. p. 102 104. 
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himself be also infallible . Tbe Romanist, in 
short, cannot object to infallible Scripture its lia 
bility to be misunderstood unless explained by an 
infallible interpreter, without having his objection 
forthwith retorted upon himself in regard to the 
alleged infallible decisions of a Pope or a Council. 
Every reader or hearer of such decisions must him 
self be infallible, ere he can be infallibly sure that 
he does not misunderstand them. 

VII. With abundant complacency and with 
mighty parade of triumph, Romanists not unfre- 
quently object to members of the Reformed 
Churches : that The faith of those who reject the 
authority of the Latin Communion confessedly rests 
only upon moral evidence ; while tJie better faith of 
the Romanixt rests upon the sure foundation of abso 
lute infallibility. 

Thus the Council of Trent has infallibly decided, that DUE 
honour and veneration (DEBITUM honorem et venerationem) is 
to be paid to the images of Christ and the Virgin and the 
Saints : but two stout disputants might, nevertheless, sah-a 
Sif)K&gt;di infallibilifate, get up a very pretty and very edifying 
controversy as to the precise amount of the unerring DEBITUM. 
Concil. Trident, sess. xxv. p. 507. Dr. Trevern himself talks 
of certain exaggerating gentlemen within the pale of the Ro 
man Church, for whose particular speculations it were unjust 
to make the Catholic Body in general responsible. Discuss. 
Amic. vol. ii. p. 274, 275. Yet, on his principles, how will he 
prove, that the exaggeraters are wrong, and that the diminish- 
ers are right ! Has the amount of the DEBITUM ever been 
infallibly determined . Effectually to confute the exaggeraters, 
Dr. Trevern must wait for an infallible exposition of the infal 
lible decision of the infallible Council of Trent. 
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But what reasoning mind perceives not, at a 
glance, the childish inconsecutiveness of this ob 
jection ? 

The Romanist himself, in the first instance, re 
ceives this very dogma of infallibility solely upon 
what he at least deems sufficient moral evidence : 
for, unless he himself be personally infallible, he 
cannot be infallibly certain that his Church is in 
fallible. Hence, the faith of the Romanist ulti 
mately rests upon the same professed basis of moral 
evidence, as the faith of the Protestant. In the 
two cases, the moral evidence may be sufficient, or 
it may be insufficient : but still, in each case, the 
really professed basis is moral evidence. The sole 
difference consists in the development of the ori 
ginal principle. Knowing that theological truths 
are incapable of mathematical demonstration, the 
Protestant receives them simply upon moral evi 
dence. The Romanist, meanwhile, enjoys the 
high advantage of receiving his theological system 
upon the authority of alleged absolute infallibility ; 
but then it is simply upon what he deems a suffi 
ciency of moral evidence, that he receives the 
dogma of infallibility itself. He is perfectly cer 
tain, that the doctrine of Transubstantiation must 
be true ; because it has been infallibly defined by 
his infallible Church : and, as Bp. Walmesley tells 
us, When a dogmatical point is to be determined, 
the Catholic Church speaks but once ; and her de 
cree is irrevocable \ But, if we press him to tell 

1 Gen. Hist, of the Church, chap. ix. p. 224. 
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us, WHY he beliecex his Church to be infallible : he 
will find it difficult to assign any other basis for 
his primary faith than the mere simplicity of vital 
he deems a sufficiency of moral evidence. 

Such being the case, he cannot esteem us un 
reasonable, if we request him to produce the moral 
evidence, upon which, in the Jirst instance, his be 
lief in ecclesiastical infallibility reposes. The very 
attempt, which has been severally made by Dr. 
Trevern and Mr. Berington, evinces a tacit ad 
mission of the reasonableness of this request. 
Their whole labour to establish the fundamental 
dogma of infallibility goes professedly on the mere 
principle of moral evidence. With what emolument 
they have toiled to substantiate their point, is 
quite another question : but, still, simple moral 
evidence is the principle, upon which they have 
laboured. Pope Gregory, indeed, has nakedly de 
fined, that The Roman Church never has erred and 
ne re r rcill err : but, as no rational being can im 
plicitly receive this definition as infallible until he 
shall \rd\ejirst ascertained the infallibility of Pope 
Gregory himself, Mr. Berington and the Bishop of 
Strasbourg very properly attempt to prove from 
moral evidence, what Pope Gregory has barely 
asserted in unflinching dogmat iKm. 

VIII. These very plain remarks may serve to 
shew the palpable vanity of those somewhat illo 
gical theologians, who loudly extol the exceeding 
great benefit of a living infallible judge. 

Bellarmine ascribes to the Pope that august 
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character l . But, even if all his brethren agreed 
with him on this point ; for, whatever may be the 
eloquently stigmatized variations of the Reformed 
Churches, I fear we must confess, that there are 
dissentions within Troy town as well as without 
it 2 : still.the decisions of the living infallible judge 
would give no certainty to those who even most 
implicitly received them ; unless they could first 
be infallibly certain, that they themselves infalli 
bly understood the true purport of those infallible 
decisions. When a strenuous theological dispute 
had been thus unerringly settled, a new dispute 
between two genuine controvertialists would forth 
with arise as to the true meaning of the unerring 
settlement. Nor will the difficulty be removed, 
save to the distance of a single step, by an infalli 
ble explanation of an infallible decision : for still, 
ad injin itiim, unless the hearer or reader of the 
infallible explanation be himself infallible, he can 
no more be infallibly certain that he understands 
the infallible explanation, than he could be infalli 
bly certain that he understood the original infalli 
ble decision which required and gave rise to the 
subsequent infallible explanation. 

IX. On the whole, to the devout Romanist, In 
fallibility is the very basis of his system. But 
upon what does Infallibility itself repose ? 

The earth, as we are taught by some oriental 

1 Bellarm. de Rom. Pont. lib. iv. c. 3. 
a Iliacos intra muros peccatur, et extra. 
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sages, rests upon a bull : and the bull stands firmly 
upon the unyielding back of a huge overgrown 
tortoise. &gt;Vhere the tortoise himself finds rest 
for the sole of his foot, they are not curious to 
inform us. 



CHAPTER III. 



SUPREMACY. 



FROM the dogma of Infallibility, we may pass to 
that claim of a Dominant Supremacy over the 
whole Catholic Church, which, on behalf of the 
Roman See, is strenuously put forth by every 
zealous Latin. 

According to those undeniable authorities, the 
Council of Trent and Pope Gregory VII and Pope 
Pius IV : The Church of Rome is the Mother and 
Mistress of all Churches ; Patriarchs, Primates, 
Archbishops, Bishops, and all others, are bound to 
pledge and possess true obedience to the sovereign 
Roman Pontiff; the Pope is the Vicar of God upon 
earth, and possesses supreme authority delivered to 
him in the Universal Church ; he alone can rightly 
bear the title of Universal Bishop ; he alone can 
depose or reconcile Bishops ; with those, who are 
excommunicated by him, we ought not so much as to 
remain in the same house ; without his precept, no 
Council must be deemed a General Council; the 
person, who agrees not with the Roman Church, 
must not be esteemed a Catholic ; ecclesiastical su- 
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premaei/ is lodged with the Pope, because, he is the 
successor of Peter the prince of the Apostles, and 
because he is (lie / "tear of Jesus Christ l . 



Ecclesia Romana, quae omnium Ecclesiarum mater est et 
magistra. Concil. Trident, sess. vii. de Baptism, can. iii. p. 87. 

Pracipit igitur sancta Synodus, Patriarchis, Primatibus, Ar- 
chiepiscopis, Episcopis, et omnibus aliis, ut veram obedien- 
tiam summo Romano Pontifici spondeant et profiteantur. 
Concil. Trident, sess. xxv. p. 573. 

Ipsius Dei in terris vicarii. Concil. Trident, sess. vi. p. 61. 

Merito Pontifices Maxiini, pro suprema potestate sibi in 
Ecclesia Universali tradita, causas aliquas criminum graviores 
suo potuerunt peculiari judicio reservare. Concil. Trident, 
sess. xiv. p. 163. 

Quod Romana Ecclesia a solo Domino sit fundata : quod 
solus Romamis Pontifex jure dicatur Universalis : quod ille 
solus possit deponere episcopos vel reconciliare : quod legatus 
ejus omnibus episcopis praesit in Concilio, etiam inferioris 
gradus, et adversus eos sententiam depositionis possit dare : 
quod absentes possit Papa deponere : quod cum excommuni- 
catis ab illo, inter caetera, nee in eadem domo debemus manere : 
quod illi liceat Imperatores deponere : quod nulla Synodus 
absque praecepto ejus, debet Generalis vocari : quod sententia 
illius a nullo debeat retractari, et ipse omnium solus retractare 
it: quod a nemine ipse judicari debeat: quod Romana 
Ecclesia nunquam erravit ; nee in perpetuum, testante Scrip- 
tura, errabit : quod Romanus Pontifex, si canonice fuerit ordi- 
natus, meritis beati Petri indubitanter efficitur sanctus : quod 
illius praecepto et licentia, subjectis liceat accusare : quod, 
absqvu synodali conventu, pos^t i-piscopos deponere et recon 
ciliare : quod Catholicus non habeatur, qui non concordat Ro- 
maiKi- I-A di sia: : quod a fidelitate iniquorum subjectos potest 
alisnlvt-re. Dictat. Pap. Gregor. VII. in Epist. lib. ii. epist. 
55. Labb. Concil. vol. x. p. 110, 111. 

Sanctum C atholicam et Apostolicam Romanam Ecclesiam, 

13 
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I. In support of this claim of Dominant Roman 
Supremacy by divine right, the doctors of the 
Latin Church adduce both the authority of Scrip 
ture and the testimony of certain Fathers of the 
three first centuries. 

1. The authoritative passages, which they ad 
duce from Holy Scripture, are the following. 

(1.) He saith unto them : But whom say ye that I 
am ? And Simon Peter answered and said: Thou art 
the Christ, the Son of the living God. And Jesus 
answered and said unto him: Blessed art thou, Simon 
Barjona ; for jlesh and blood hath not revealed it 
unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven. And 
I say also unto thee, that thou art Peter, and upon 
ih is rock I will build my Church : and the gates of 
hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give 
unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven : and, 
whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth, shall be bound 
in heaven ; and, whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth, 
shall be loosed in heaven ! . 

(2.) And the Lord said: Simon, Simon, behold, 

Satan hath desired to have you, that he may sift 

you as wheat : but I have prayed for thee, that thy 

faith fail not : and, when thou art converted, 

strengthen thy brethren 2 . 

omnium Ecclesiarum matrem et magistram, agnosco : Roma- 
noque Pontifici, beati Petri Apostolorum principis successori, 
ac Jesu Christi vicario, veram obedientiam spondeo ac juro. 
Prof. Fid. Trident, ex bull. Pap. Pii IV. Syllog. Confess, 
p. 5. 

1 Matt. xvi. 1519. * Luke xxii. 31, 32. 
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(3.) So, when they had dined, Jems saith to Simon 
Peter: Simon, son of Jonas, lorest thou me more 
than these? He saith unto him : Yea, Lord; thou 
knowest, that / lore thee. He saith unto him : Feed 
my lambs. He saith unto him, again the second 
time : Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou me ? He 
saith unto him : Yea, Lord ; thou knowest, that I 
lore thee. He saith unto him : Feed my sheep. He 
saith unto him, the third time : Simon, son of Jonas, 
forest thou me ? Peter was grieved, because he 
said unto him the third time : Lovest thou me? And 
lie said unto him : Lord, thou knowest all things ; 
thou knowest, that I love thee. Jesus saith unto 
him : Feed my sheep *. 

2. Such are the scriptural authorities, which 
serve as a basis for the mighty superstructure of 
Dominant Roman Supremacy : the Fathers of the 
three first centuries,, adduced by the latin doctors 
in evidence of the actual primeval exercise of this 
Supremacy, are Ireneus, Tertullian, Origen, and 
Cyprian. 

(1.) Ireneus wrote during the latter half of the 
second century or about the year 175. 

The tradition of the Apostles, manifested through* 
out the whole world, may be seen in the Church by 
all who wish to hear the truth : and we can reckon 
up, both those who by the Apostles were appointed 
Bishops in the Churches, and the successors of those 

1 John xxi. 15 17. Mr. Berington, with what object I 
know not, ni i-r* al&gt;o to Mark i. 36. Luke ix. 32. Acts ii. 14. 
See Faith of Cathol. p. 156. 

E 
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Bishops down eren to our own 1 imcs But, since in 
such a volume as this it would occupy too much 
space to enumerate the successions of all the 
Churches : we shall confound all those persons, who 
from whatever bad motive collect differently from 
what they ought to collect, by simply indicating that 
apostolic tradition and that declared faith of the 
greatest and most ancient and universally known 
Church founded at Rome by the two most glorious 
Apostles Peter and Paul, which has come down even 
to us through the successions of her Bishops. For 
to this Church, on account of the more potent prin 
cipality, it is necessary that every Church should 
resort ; that is to say, those faithful individuals who 
are on every side of it : in which Church, by those 
who are on every side of it, the tradition, which is 
from the Apostles, has always been preserved. The 
blessed Apostles, then, founding and building up 
that Church, delivered to Linus the episcopate of 
administering it But to him succeeded Anacletus: 
and, after him, in the third place from the Apostles, 
Clement received the episcopate The successor of 
Clement was Euaristus: and, of Euaristus, Alex 
ander. Next to him, the sixth from the Apostles, 
Sixtus was appointed: after him, Teksphorus : 
next, Hyginus: then, Pius: and, then, Anicetus. 
But, when Soter had succeeded Anicetus, Eleuthe- 
rius now holds the episcopate, in the twelfth place 
from the Apostles *. 

1 Traditionem itaque Apostolorum, in toto mundo manifes- 
tatam, adest perspicere omnibus, qui vera velint audire : et 
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(2.) Tertullian flourished about the year 200. 

If tltou thickest heaven to be still closed, remem 
ber, that the Lord left here the keys of it to Peter 
and through him to the Church . 

Let heretics, then, produce the origins of their 
Churches : let them erolre the order of their Bishops, 
so running through successions from the beginning, 

habemus annumerare eos, qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt Epis- 
copi in Ecclesiis, et successorea eorum usque ad nos Sed 
quoniam valdc longum est, in hoc tali volumine, omnium Eccle- 
siarum enumerare successiones ; maximae et antiquissimae et 
omnibus cognitae, a gloriosissimis duobus Apostolis Petro et 
Paulo Roma; fundatae et constitutes, Ecclesiae, earn quam habet 
ab Apostolis traditionem et annunciatam hominibus fidem, per 
successiones Episcoporum pervenientem usque ad nos, indi- 
cantes, confundinuis omnes eos, qui, quoquo modo, vel per sui 
placentiam malam vel vanam gloriam, vel per caecitatem et 
malam sententiam, preeterquam oportet colligunt. Ad lianc 
enini Ecclesiam, propter potentiorem principalitatem, necesse 
est omnem convenire Ecclesiam ; hoc est, eos qui sunt undique 
fideles : in qua semper, ab his qui sunt undique, conservata est 
i- a quae est ab Apostolis traditio. Fundantes, igitur, et 
instruentes, beat! Apostoli, Ecclesiam, Lino Episcopatum ad- 
ministrandae Eccleske tradiderunt Succedit autem ei Ana- 
cletus : post eum, tertio loco ab Apostolis, Episcopatum 
sortitur Clemens Huic autem dementi succedit Euaristus : 
et, Euaristo, Alexander. Ac deinceps, sextus ab Apostolis, 
i-onstitutus est Sixtus: et, ab hoc, Telesphorus : ac, deinceps, 
IK&lt;_ r iim&gt;: jio^t, Pius: post quem, Anicetus. Cum autem 
suci Am ceto Soter : nunc, duodecimo loco, Episcopa 

tum, ab Apostolis, habft Eleuthcrius. Iren. adv. haer. lib. iii. 
c. 3. p. 170, 171. 

Nam, et si adlnic clausum putas cerium, memento claves 
l hie Dominum Pt-tro et per eum Ecclesiu? reliquisse. Ter- 
tull. Scorpiac. adv. Gnost. Oper. p. 7 

E 2 
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that the first Bishop should have, for his author 
and predecessor, some one either of the Apostles 
themselves or of apostolical men their contempo 
raries. For, in this manner, the apostolical Churches 
carry down their enrolments. Thus the Church of 
the Smyfneans relates itself to have Poly carp, there 
placed by John : thus the Church of the Romans 
adduces Clement, ordained by Peter: thus likewise 
other Churches exhibit those, whom, being appointed 
by the Apostles to the Episcopate, they have as the 
channels of the apostolic seed Come now, thou who 
shalt wish better to exercise thy curiosity in the 
business of thy salvation ; run through the apostolic 
Churches, in which the very chairs of the Apostles 
are still in their own. places occupied, in which their 
identical authentic letters are recited sounding forth 
the voice and representing the face of each one. Is 
Achaia near to thee ? Thou hast Cor hit h. If thou 
art not far from Macedonia : thou hast Philippi ; 
thou hast Thessalonica. If thou canst go into Asia : 
thou hast Ephesus. Or, if thou art adjacent to 
Italy : thou hast Rome ; whence also, to us Africans, 
there is an authority near at hand. Happy Church, 
to which the Apostles, along with their own blood, 
poured out their whole doctrine 1 ! 

1 Edant ergo origines Ecclesiarum suarum : evolvant ordi- 
nem Episcoporum suorum, ita per successiones ab initio decur- 
rentem, ut primus ille Episcopus aliquem ex Apostolis, vel 
apostolicis viris, qui tamen cum Apostolis perseveraverit, habu- 
erit autorem et antecessorem. Hoc enim modo Ecclesiae Apos- 
tolicae census suos deferunt : sicut Smyrnaeorum Ecclesia 
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(3.) Origen wrote during the first half of the 
third century, 

What, in a former pa wage \ was granted to 
Peter alone, seems here 2 to be granted to all, who to 
all sinners shall hare addressed three admonitions : 
in order that, unless they xhall he listened to, they 
waif, as a heathen and a publican, hind upon earth 
the person condemned, since such an one is bound also 
in Jiearen. But, ax if was Jit, even though a matter 
in common was spoken both of Peter and of those 
who sliould thrice admonish the brethren, that Peter 
should hare something precxcellent above those who 
should tli rice admonish : that matter was first pecu 
liarly ordained respecting Peter, namely, I will give 
unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven ; be 
fore it was said, Whatsoever ye shall bind upon 
earth, and so forth. And truly, if we shall dili- 

habens Polycarpum ab Joanne conlocatum refert ; sicut Roma- 
norum Clementem a Petro ordinatum edit ; proinde utique et 
caeterae exhibent, quos, ab Apostolis in Episcopatum constitu 
tes, apostolici seminis traduces habeant Age jam, qui voles 
curiositatem melius exercere in negocio salutis tua?, percurre 
Ecclesias Apostolicas, apud quas ipsae adhuc cathedrae Apos- 
tolorum suis locis praesidentur, apud quas ipsae authenticae 
literae eorum recitantur, sonantes vocem et repraesentantes 
faciem uniuscujusque. Proxima est tibi Achaia ? Habes 
Corinthum. Si non longe es a Macedonia : babes Philippos ; 
babes Thessalonicenses. Si potes in Asiam tendere : habes 
Eplu sum. Si autem Italise adjaces : habes Romam ; unde 
nobis quoque autoritas praesto est. Felix Ecclesia, cui totam 
doctrinam Apostoli cum sanguine suo profuderunt. Tertull, 
prescript, adv. liajret. 11, H. Oper. p. 107, 108, 109. 
1 Matt. xvi. !. . * Matt, xviii. 18. 
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gently attend to the evangelical Scriptures, even in 
them we shall find, that the matters, which seem to 
be in common both to Peter and to those who thrice 
admonish the brethren, bear a more elevated sense 
when spoken to Peter than when spoken to the 
second \ 

(4.) Cyprian flourished about the middle of the 
third century. 

The Lord says to Peter : I say unto thee, that 
thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my 
Church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it And, again, he says to the same person 
after his resurrection : Feed my sheep. Upon one 
he builds his Church. And, although to all the 
Apostles he gives an equal power and says ; As the 
Father sent me, I also send you, receive the Holy 
Ghost ; to whomsoever ye shall remit sins, they shall 
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rov TLerpov Kai rS)v vovQ(.rr\aavTb)v rplg TOVQ d^eX^oue XtXtKrai, 
e^atperov, X U/ T v Herpov ?rapa rovq rptf vovden iffavraf, Icly. 
TOVTO Trpore rafcrat CTTJ rov Tllrpov, TO, AWCTW trot rac K\IQ 
/SafftXetac TWV oupav&Jv, rou, Kai oaa eav ^?;er?/re ETT! rf/e yrjf, 
rd ^,rJQ. Kdt roi ye, et tTrtyueXwc Trpoffl^optv rote eiayyeXidroTc 
ypa/i pctai, /cat iv TOVTOIQ evpotpey ay Kai Kara raura rd COKOVVTO. 
Hvai KOiva Trpog TOV Tltrpov Kai rovg Tpi vovderi jaavraQ TOVQ 
7roXX))v ^ta^opdv /cat vTrspo^v tic rwv Trpoc TOV UtTpov 
Trapa roue ^urepouc Orig- Comment, in Matt. torn. 
xiii. Oper. vol. i. p. 336. Huet. Rothomag. 1668. 
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be remitted to hint ; and, to whomsoever ye shall 
retain them, I lie;/ shall he retained : yet, that he 
might manifest unity, he hi/ his authority disposed 
the origin of the same unity heginning from one. 
The other Apostles, indeed, were, what Peter was ; 
that is to say, they were endowed with an ef/ftal 
partnership both of honour and of power : but (he 
beginning proceeds from unity, that the Church 
might be shewn to be one Church J . 

For first to Peter, upon whom he built the Church 
and whence he instituted and shewed the origin of 
unity, the Lord gave the power, that, whatsoerer he 
should have loosed upon earth, should be loosed in 
Itearen. And, after his resurrection, lie also speaks 
to the Apostles, saying : As the Father sent me, I 
likewise send yon. When he had thus spoken, he 
breathed upon them, and said unto them : Whose 
soever si/is ye shall remit, they shall be remitted unto 

Loquitur Dominus ad Petrum : Ego tibi dico, inquit, quia 
tu es Petrus, et super istttm petram tedificabo Ecclcsiam meam ; 
et porttc infer or um nun rinccnt cam Et iterum eiderii, post 
ri surroctionem suam, (licit : Pasce oves meas. Super unum 
anlificat Ecclesiam suam. Et quamvis Apostolis omnibus 
parem potestatem tribuat et dicat ; Sicut misit me Pater, et 

uitto vos, accipitc Spiritum Sanctum; si cut remiseritis pec- 
cata, rcmittcntur tlli ; si cut tenucritis, tcncbuntur : tamen, ut 
unitatem manifostnrct, unitatis ejusdem orij^inem ab uno inci- 
pientcni sua aurtoritatc disposuit. Hoc erant utique ot caeteri 
Apostoli, quod t uit Petrus, pari consortio praediti et honoris et 
potestatis : sed exordium ab imitate proficiscitur, ut Ecclesia 
una monstretur. Cyprian, de Unit. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 106 
108. 
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him ; and, whosesoever ye shall retain, they shall 
be retained l . 

Nor did Peter, whom the Lord Jirst chose and 
upon whom he built his Church, when afterward 
Paul disputed with him concerning circumcision, 
claim or ^assume any thing to himself insolently or 
arrogantly : so as to say, that he himself held the 
primacy, and that by posterity obedience ought to be 
paid to him rather than to Paul. On the contrary, 
he despised not Paul, because he had formerly been 
a persecutor of the Church: but he admitted the 
counsel of truth, and readily assented to that legiti 
mate system which Paul vindicated 2 . 

After these things, a false Bishop having been by 
the heretics appointed to themselves, they dare to set 

1 Nam Petro primum Dominus, super quern aedificavit Ec- 
clesiam et unde unitatis originem instituit et ostendit, potesta- 
tem istam dedit, ut id solveretur in coelis, quod ille solvisset 
in terris. Et, post resurrectionera, quoque ad Apostolos lo 
quitur, dicens : Sicut misit me Pater, et ego mitto vos. Hoc 
cum dixisset, inspiravit, et ait illis : Accipite Spiritum Sanctum : 
si cujus remiseritis peccata, remittentur illi ; si cujus tenuer/tis, 
tenebuntur. Cyprian. Epist. Jubaian. Ixxiii. Oper. vol. ii. 
p. 201. 

2 Nam nee Petrus, quem primum Dominus elegit et super 
quern aedificavit Ecclesiam suam, cum secum Paulus de cir- 
cumcisione postmodum disceptaret, vindicavit sibi aliquid inso- 
lenter aut arroganter assumsit : ut diceret se primatum tenere ; 
et obtemperari, a novellis et posteris, sibi potius oportere. Nee 
despexit Paulum, quod Ecclesiae prius persecutor fuisset : sed 
consilium veritatis admisit ; et rationi legitimae, quam Paulus 
vindicabat, facile consensit. Cyprian. Epist. Quint. Ixxi. 
Oper. vol. ii. p. 194, 195. 
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sail : nor do they fear to bear letters, from schisma- 
tical and profane persons, to the chair of Peter and 
to the principal Church alienee tocerdotal unity has 
arisen ; for they consider -not, that they are Romans 
(whose faith zt as praised by the Apostle himself,) 
to whom perfidy cannot have access l . 

II. Such is the case, for the dominant Supre 
macy of the Roman Church and her Bishop over 
the whole Catholic Church of Christ, made out, 
by Mr. Berington, from Holy Scripture and from 
the Fathers of the three first centuries 2 . 

Now it is obvious, that, in order fully and dis 
tinctly to establish this point, two matters must be 
severally substantiated : the first is, that Christ 
constituted Peter supreme head both of the Universal 
Church and likewise of all the other Apostles, thus 
erecting an absolute monarchy in the Society of which 
he was ihe founder ; the second is, that All the pa 
ramount authority, originally rested in Peter, lias 
from him rightfully descended to the Roman Church 
and Bishop. 

The substantiation of each of these two points 

1 Post ista adhuc insuper, pseudoepiscopo sibi ab haeret it-is 
constitute, navigare audent ; et ad Petri cathedram, atque ad 
Ecclesiam principalem, unde unitas sacerdotalis exorta est, a 
schismaticis et profanis literas ferre ; nee cogitare eos . 
Uomanos (quorum fides, Apostolo pra-dicauU 1 , laudata est), ad 
quos perfidia habere non possit accessum. Cyprian. Epist. 
Cornel, lix. Oper. vol. ii. p. 135, 136. 

* See Berington s Faith of Cathol. p. 157159, 168, 
169. The Bishop of Strasbourg produces no evidence on this 
point. 
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is plainly necessary. For, unless Peter himself had. 
received from Christ a grant of universal dominant 
Supremacy ; it is clear, that no such Supremacy 
could be inherited from him by the Bishop and 
Church of Rome : and, whatever exalted Supre 
macy might have been conferred upon Peter by 
Christ ; it is equally clear, that no such Supre 
macy can be claimed by the Roman Church and 
Bishop, unless they can first demonstrate them 
selves to be the divinely constituted heirs of 
Peter. 

Our business, therefore, will be to inquire, how 
far these two points are substantiated by the evi 
dence which Mr. Berington has adduced : evidence, 
as we have seen, partly drawn from Scripture, and 
partly extracted from writers of the three first 
centuries. 

III. Let us begin with examining the testi 
mony, which he has produced from Scripture. 

1. Here, the first question is : Whether the texts, 
which have been alleged, demonstrate, that Christ 
appointed Peter to be the Monarch or Supreme 
Head of his Church. 

(1.) With respect to the second and third al 
leged texts from Scripture, they may safely, I 
think, be dismissed without much ceremony \ 

How a prayer on the part of Christ that Peter s 

faith should not fail, and how an admonition to 

the same Apostle that he should strengthen his 

1 Luke xxii. 31, 32. John xxi. 1517. 
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brethren rchen lie himself should hare been converted, 
can afford any historical proof, that Christ ap 
pointed Peter to he the Monarch or Supreme Head 
of Iris Church, passes, I am free to say, my own 
comprehension. 

As little can I divine, how the same remarkable 
grant is substantiated by a thrice repeated injunc 
tion from Christ that Peter should feed his flock. 
The triple command seems pretty evidently to al 
lude to Peter s triple denial of his Lord. Hence 
we are very naturally told, that Peter was griered, 
because Christ said to him, the third time, Lovest 
thou me ? Yet, by some inconceivable process, the 
latin doctors transmute, what Peter himself with 
much mortification deemed an implied reproof, 
into a glorious grant of universal dominant Supre 
macy. 

To adduce such texts, in proof of an asserted 
historical FACT, is so utterly childish, that the ex 
periment can only serve to shew the grievous scan 
tiness of scriptural testimony. 

(2.) The sole text, therefore, which can be 
viewed as carrying with it even the least cogency, 
is the first l . Let this first text, then, be brought 
to the test of sober examination. 

If the present text conveys any grant of that 
Supremacy for which the Romanists contend, the 
grant can only be comprehended, in the supposed 
allegation on the part of Christ that Peter /.v the 

1 Matt. xvi. 1519. 
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rock upon which he will build his Church, and in 
the special exclusive conveyance of what is called 
the binding and loosing power of the keys : for no 
where else, in the entire text, can we discover a 
vestige of any grant of universal dominant Supre 
macy. 

Now, in two of the passages cited from Cyprian, 
I readily admit, that that Father considers Peter 
himself to be the rock upon which Christ promises 
to build his Church : but, to make out any satis 
factory case of evidence, it ought to have been 
shewn by the latin advocate of papal preeminence, 
that that interpretation was, without any variation, 
universally received, as the undoubtedly true one, 
from the very beginning. 

A modern theologian, Mr. Husenbeth to wit, has 
indeed roundly asserted : that, by ALL the holy 
Fathers and doctors, by all the Councils, and by the 
most learned and pious men in the world in every 
age down to the Reformation, the clause in question 
has been UNIFORMLY understood as Catholics now 
understand it l . But the assertions of this decla 
matory writer, in more instances than one, are 
not remarkable for their scrupulous accuracy. 
The truth is : the early theologians are by no 
means agreed as to the import of this part of the 
text. Justin, the oldest Father who notices the 
place, contends, that the rock, upon which our 

1 Husenbeth s Defence of the Creed and Discipline of the 
Catholic Church, chap. iii. p. 69. 
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Lord promised to build his Church, is, not Peter 
individually, hut Peter s confession of faith . Athu- 
nasius, Jerome, and Augustine, maintain, that the 
rock is Christ himself 2 . Chrysostom, in one 
place, supposes Peter individually to have been 
the rock : but, in another place, he pronounces, 
with Justin Martyr, that the rock was Peter s 
confession ; and explicitly condemns the idea, 
that Peter himself could have been intended 3 . 
Hilary also agrees with our oldest interpreter ex 
tant : for, like Justin, he states, that the Church 
was built upon the rock of the confession of Peter 4 . 
From the very beginning, then, different interpre 
tations have been given of the clause : and the 
most ancient, and as such the most probably au 
thentic, interpretation is NOT that, for which 
modern Romanists contend, and which Mr. Husen- 
beth undauntedly pronounces to have been UNI 
FORMLY adopted by every writer and in every age 

1 Justin. Dial, cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255. Sylburg. 1593. 

1 Athan. Unum esse Christ. Orat. Oper. vol. i. p. 519, 520. 
Commel. 1600. Hieron. Comment, in Matt. xvi. 18. lib. iii. 
Opi-r. vol. vi. p. 33. Colon. 1616. August. Expos, in Evan. 
Johan. Tract, cxxiv. Oper. vol. ix. p. 206. Colon. 1616. 

5 Clirysost. Homil. Ixix. in Petr. Apost. et Eliam Proph. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 856. Serm. de Pentecost. Oper. vol. vi. p. 
. Commel. 1603. 

Hilar. (U Trin. lib. vi. Oper. p. 903. Paris, 1693. The 
same view of the text, so far as I can understand him, seems 
to IKIM- lu-.-n taken by Cyril of Jerusalem. See Cyril. Catech. 
xi. p. 93. Paris. 1G31. 
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of the Church down to the time of the Reforma 
tion . 

Such being the simple matter of fact, a clause, 
the import of which has been differently defined 

8 As Mr. Husenbeth has not indulged us with any specific 
references, I shall not pretend to undertake the herculean task 
of verifying or of falsifying his formidably large assertion ; 
that, by ALL the Councils, as nell as by ALL the holy Fathers 
and doctors, the celebrated text of the rock has been UNIFORMLY 
understood as Romanists now understand it : for, truly, to 
peruse all the Acts of all the Councils (an undertaking, which, 
from his confident assertion as to their UNANIMITY of interpre 
tation, we must conclude this painful divine to have happily 
accomplished), is a labour, from which the most determined 
perseverance might well shrink back in the hugeness of unut 
terable dismay. 

Yet I may venture to ask Mr. Husenbeth : In which of the 
Canons of the four first General Councils, those of Nice and 
Constantinople and Ephesus and Chalcedon, is the rock dog 
matically pronounced to be the Apostle Peter ? 

Nay, I will even request him to inform us : In which of the 
Canons of the last General Council, that of Trent, is such 
an interpretation of the rock authoritatively enunciated ? 

But Mr. Husenbeth s work, in which he professes to demo 
lish the less rapid Mr. White, was designed for general circu 
lation as a popular Tract : and lie rightly judged, that, with 
the many, a bold front of hardy asseveration would produce a 
very imposing effect. 

Who shall gainsay an exposition, again and again propounded, 
with rare and striking uniformity, not merely by a stray Coun 
cil here or by a straggling Father there, but by ALL the holy 
Fathers and doctors, and by ALL the Councils to boot ? 

Certainly no prudent man, who is well assured of Mr. Hu 
senbeth s stern integrity and unbending accuracy. 
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by different theologians even from the days of 
Justin Martyr who became a convert to Christi 
anity little more than thirty years after the death 
of St. John, is no specially secure foundation for 
a grant of universal dominant Supremacy to the 
Apostle Peter. Had the early theologians, from 
the beginning, INVARIABLY or (as Mr. Husenbeth 
speaks) UNIFORMLY, understood the clause as the 
modern Romanists would have us understand it ; 
I admit, that a tolerably strong case would have 
been made out for at least a personal Supremacy : 
but gravely to build a most important historical 
FACT upon a palpably uncertain interpretation is 
surely the very apex of unhesitating fatuity. 

The other clause in the text, which confers 
upon Peter the power of binding and of loosing, is, 
I fear, not more satisfactory than that which we 
have last considered. 

To elicit any thing from this clause in favour 
of Peter s universal dominant Supremacy, it ought 
to have been demonstrated, that the power was 
given to Peter EXCLUSIVELY. But exactly the 
same power of binding and of loosing is subse 
quently given to all the Apostles : nor is the 
grant attended with the slightest intimation, 
either that the power was given to Peter in some 
special though undefined manner above his bre 
thren, or that his brethren were to receive it only 
ultimately from Christ inasmuch as it was direct /y 
conveyed to them solely through the authoritative 
medium of their divinely constituted monarch the 

13 
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Archapostle St. Peter . Origen, indeed, contends 
for something peculiar in the grant to Peter above 
all other persons : but Origen is not borne out by 
the inspired narrative. When Jesus finally, after 
his resurrection, communicated the power, what 
ever the precise nature of that power might be : 
he communicated it, both indifferently to all the 
Apostles, and immediately from himself 2 . Hence, 
though Cyprian maintains that unity commences 
from Peter, building that notion upon his own 
arbitrary and gratuitous interpretation of the rock, 
he fully admits, that the other Apostles were what 
Peter was ; he fully admits, that they were en 
dowed with an equal partnership both of honour 
and of power 3 : and, in truth, the whole history 
of Paul and his fellow Apostles, as given in the 
inspired writings, clearly shews their perfect mu 
tual independence ; while it is quite silent as to 
any fancied absolute Monarchy of Peter 4 . 

2. The second question is : Whether the texts, 
which have been adduced, afford any testimony, that 
the Bishops of Rome are divinely constituted heirs 
of the prerogatives of Peter, whatever we may fancy 
those prerogatives to have been. 

(1.) Now I may safely appeal even to the most 
careless enquirer, whether the adduced texts con- 

1 Matt, xviii. 18. John xx. 21 23. 

2 John xx. 21 23. 

11 See the passage above, book i. chap. 3. I. 2. (4.) 
4 See more especially for Paul s distinctly specified rationale 
of the Apostleship, Galat. i; 1122. ii. 1 19. 
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tain so much as a single syllable respecting the 
descent of Peter s prerogatives to any successor, 
still less to the specific line of Roman Bishops. 

Let us, though without any warrant from Scrip 
ture, elevate the Apostle s Supremacy to as high 
a pitch of absolute Monarchy in the Church as 
the most zealous Papalist could wish : still, after 
all the prodigality of gratuitous concession, not a 
hint is given in our texts, either that the Bishop 
of Rome or any other Bishop should be his ec 
clesiastical successor. 

(2.) Nor is this all. As the texts, adduced by 
Mr. Berington, are wholly silent on that vital 
matter : so, in no other places, do we find Scrip 
ture a whit more communicative. 

Were it an essential point of faith, without 
which, as we are assured in the Tridentine Con 
fession, no person can be saved, to believe, that 
the Roman Pontiff is successor to St. Peter the 
Prince of the Apostles ] : surely that point would 
have- been distinctly and unequivocally specified 
in Holy Writ, either prophetically by Christ him- 
M lf, or dogmatically by some one of his inspired 
disciples. But not a word does Scripture say on 

1 Sanctam Catholicam et Apostolicain Romanam Ecclesiam, 
omnium Ecclesiarum matrcm et magistram, agnosco : Romano- 
qu Pontifici, beati Petri Apostolorum Principis successor! ac 
.Jrsu Christi Vicario, veram obedientiam spondeo ac juro 
Hanc veram Catholicam fidem, extra quam nemo salvus esse 
potest, retinere etconfiteri, ego uU-m spondeo, voveo, ac juro. 
Prof. Fid. Trident, in Syllog. Confers, p. "&gt;. 

1 
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the subject. If introduced any where, we might 
naturally expect to find it introduced, either to 
ward the close of the Acts where Paul is conducted 
to Rome, or in that same great Apostle s canonical 
Letter to the Romans, or in one of the two Epis 
tles of Beter himself the alleged supreme Monarch 
of the entire Catholic Church and the first of the 
long line of the divinely appointed succeeding Mo- 
narchs. But the very lack of citation, on the part 
of our Latin theologians, is itself a virtual confes 
sion, that the descent of Peter s Supremacy to the 
Bishops of Rome is a matter quite incapable of 
proof from the testimony of Scripture \ 

IV. We may now proceed to examine the tes 
timony, which has been produced from the eccle 
siastical writers of the three first centuries. 

1. Here, again as before, the first question will 
be : Whether those writers afford any demonstration, 
that Christ appointed Peter to be the supreme domi 
nant Head of Ills Church. 

\Vhen, through ambiguity of language, no di 
rect proof of a matter can be extracted from Scrip- 

1 On this perfectly intelligible principle, several Protestants 
have admitted, that Peter enjoyed certain privileges above the 
other Apostles ; while yet they deny, that these privileges have 
descended from him to the Roman Bishops. Some strictly per 
sonal privileges of the Apostle, whatever may be their precise 
nature and amount, they think themselves able to discover in 
Scripture : but, as to any descent of these privileges from Pe 
ter to the Bishop of Rome, they admit it not ; for the very sa 
tisfactory reason, that Scripture is altogether silent respecting 
any such descent. 
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tun- ,s7////&gt;/// : I perceive not, how the early eccle 
siastical writers can supply the deficiency, except 
by i \A\I.MOI SLY fixing a dcfunlc interpretation upon 
a text, which in itself or abstractedly is indefinite. 

The present, if I mistake not, is exactly a case 
in point. 

Ireneus, the most ancient of the writers adduced 
by Mr. Berington, is entirely silent respecting the 
dominant Supremacy of Peter : for the whole pas 
sage, which has been cited from him, treats solely 
of the apostolic descent of all the then existing 
branches of the Catholic Church ; that of the 
Roman Church, in particular, from its two co- 
founders Peter and Paul, being given at large by 
way of exemplification . The other three, Ter- 
tullian and Origen and Cyprian, doubtless inti 
mate, that a Supremacy of some description or 
another was granted to Peter 2 . Our business, 
therefore, will be, to estimate the value and au 
thority of their intimation. 

Now their intimation rests professedly upon the 
text, in which Christ promises that he will build 
his Church upon a rock: and Tertullian, like Cy 
prian, supposes the rock in question to be Peter 3 . 

1 See above, book i. chap. 3. $ 1. 2. (1.) 

* See above, book i. chap. 3. 1. 2. (2.) (3.) (4.) 

Tertull. de pudic. Oper. p. 767, 768. For reasons which 
in tlu-ir proper pi act. 1 will appear, I venture to say, that no Ro 
manist will ever cite ////v p;is&gt;;nr t .. Accordingly, Mr. Bering- 
ton and the Bishop of Strasbourg very carefully suppress it. 
See below, book ii. chap. 3. II. 2. (2.) 

F2 
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But this interpretation, as we have seen, is not the 
uniform and unvarying interpretation of the Church 
from the very beginning : it is merely the private 
interpretation of Cyprian and Tertullian. For, 
even to say nothing of Justin and Athanasius and 
Jerome ^,nd Augustine and Chrysostom and Hi 
lary, who give an entirely different exposition of 
the rock : Origen himself, with what consistency is 
no part of my concern, flatly denies, in another 
part of the same Commentary whence Mr. Be- 
rington has taken his citation, that the whole 
Church of God was built upon Peter alone, and 
that the keys of the kingdom of heaven were 
given exclusively to that Apostle . Hence it is 
clear, that the passage, brought forward by Mr. 

1 Orig. Comment, in Matt. torn. xii. Oper. vol. i. p. 275. 
The whole passage is too long to cite : but the following ex 
tracts will suffice. 

IlfVpa yap irac 6 Xptorou yuaGj/riye Et $c Tt TOV eva ZKUVOV 
Hlrpov VOU I^EIQ VTTO TOV Qeov oiicooyut&lt;70ai TTJV iratrav E/arXjj- 
ffiav /jiovov, TI av (f&gt;ri&lt;rc.ie irepi Iwavvou TOV TTJ fipovTrJQ vtov rj 
tKctffTOV rUtv aTTOoroXwv ; "AXXwc re apa roX/J.ijffutfj.ei \iyttv, ort 
TLtTpov p.v i^twc irv\ai ydov ov KaTiayvaovai, TUV $E XotTrwv 
aVooroXoiv KCLI T(Z&gt;v T\eiu)f KaTiff-^yaovaiv ; Qv%l Se KOI ETTI irdv- 

TWf KO.I ttf tKOLffTtp Q.VTUV TO TTpOeipTJptl OV, TO IlvXat q.%OV OV 

KaTKr\yffoveTiv avr^g* /cat TO ETrt raurp rjj TreVp^t oico^oyujjo-a; 
pov rrjv Eck Xjjffiav ; T Apa ^e T&lt;JJ IlfVpw [loyv ^t ^ovrai VTTO TOV 
Kvp ou at K\~ileQ Trig TWV ovpayHiv ficunXetctQ, Kal ovdelc; trepog 
rwv paKaplw avrae Xryi//frai ; K. T. X. 

Yet, with this passage (as it were) under his very eyes, Mr. 
Berington gravely cites Origen as a witness for the dominant 
and exclusive Primacy of St. Peter and his successors the 
Bishops of Rome ! 
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Berington, can afford no proof whatever of the 
dominant Supremacy of Peter. Had the Catholic 
Church, from the very first, taught us, zcif/ioitf va 
riation, that the true sense of the text before us is 
a grant to Peter of a dominant Supremacy over 
all Christians : the import of an abstractedly am 
biguous text would then have been definitely fixed; 
nor do I see, how we could have rationally disal 
lowed such powerful harmonious testimony. But, 
in reality, no authoritative interpretation has come 
down to us : and the weight of evidence is de 
cidedly against the gloss of Cyprian and Tertul- 
lian ; for, to omit other witnesses, Justin, the most 
ancient of them all, pronounces the rock to be, not 
Peter himself, but Peter s confession of faith 1 . 

I subjoin the interpretation of Justin, as being the oldest 
extant, and therefore as carrying with it the greatest weight of 
authority. 

Rat yap \tov QEOV XptoTov, nard TI]V rov Tlarpoe avrov aVo- 
Ka\v\l/iv, iiuyvvvTO. avrov, "tva. ru&gt;v nadTjrwv avrov, ^tfjuava. Trpo- 
rtpov KaXovptvov, iirwro^aye Ilerpov. Justin. Dial, cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 255. 

( ]i&lt;/n one of his disciples, who was previously called Simon, 
Christ It-stoned the .\intanie of Peter : inasmuch as, through the 
/ntion of his Father, he acknowledged him to be the Christ 
the Son of G&lt;nl. 

According to Justin, the name Peter bore a direct reference 
to the confession of Simon, not to his official character in the 
Church. Therefore, plainly, he must have deemed the rock, 
whence Simon derived his imposed name of Peter, not to be 
Pinion hhiiM-lf, but x i-ins/tired COnfuttO* of faith. 

The Aposile, after a mode perfectly familiar to the Hebrews in 
all ayes, was called the rock in commemoration of his having 
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Nothing, therefore, can be more idle, than an at 
tempt to demonstrate the dominant Supremacy of 
Peter from the mere private unauthoritative gloss 
of Cyprian and Tertullian or from the self-incon 
sistent language of Origen. 

2. GUI* second question, still in the order al 
ready observed, is : Whether the ecclesiastical writ 
ers of the three first centuries afford any proof, that 
the Bishops of Rome have legitimately inherited the 
alleged monarchal prerogatives of Peter. 

(1.) I might here fairly urge, that no evidence 
of the early ecclesiastical writers, however dis 
tinct, can establish, as a necessary article of faith, 
what has never been revealed in Scripture ; for, 
although such evidence may establish the true 
interpretation of an already existing text, it cannot 
make that a matter of divine revelation which has 
never been divinely revealed. But so strong is 
my cause, that, with perfect safety, I may, for the 
sake of argument, even waive this plea. 

confessed the rock upon which Christ has promised to build 
his Church. 

Such was the view taken by Justin only thirty-seven years 
after the death of St. John : and, since it stands self-approved, 
both by its accordance with the context, and by its agreement 
with the national habits of the Jews ; since, moreover, it has 
been directly adopted by Chrysostom and Hilary, and virtually 
admitted by Athanasius and Jerome and Augustine (for the 
difference is merely verbal, whether by the rock we understand 
Christ himself or Peter s confession of Christ s mysteriously di 
vine Sonship) : we have at least a strong presumption, that the 
view, so early taken by Justin, is accurate. 
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The Latins themselves seem to 1)0 fully aware, 
that the only intelligible mode, in which the Hi- 
shop of Rome can be heir to St. Peter, is through 
the medium of episcopal succession. 

That the Roman Pontiffs govern a diocesan 
Church originally founded by Peter and Paul con 
jointly, is attested by Ireneus. But this circum 
stance, be it ever so well established, is plainly 
insufficient to substantiate the point of heirsliip. 
Peter and Paul founded many Churches, as well 
as the Church of Rome ; and they appointed in 
them also Bishops, as well as in the Roman Church : 
but, in no one case, neither in that of the Roman 
Church nor of any other Church apostolically 
founded, does this circumstance constitute any 
line of Bishops the heirs or episcopal successors of 
the apostolical founders. To bring out such a 
result, it must be proved, that any given Apostle 
was not only the founder of a Church, but likewise 
its first canonical diocesan Bishop. Hence, obvi 
ously, an inquiry will arise : Wliether zee possess 
any -primitive historical testimony to the necessary 
fact ; that Peter was, not only the CO-FOUNDER, but 
likewise HIMSELF the Jirst canonical diocesan BISHOP, 
of Rome. For, unless this fact can be established, 
the Roman Bishops can make out no better case 
of hdrship to St. Peter, than the Bishops of An- 
tioch or of any other Church said to have been 
founded by that Apostle. 

(2.) Now not one of the passages, adduced by 
Mr. Bcrington from Ireneus and Tertullian and 
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Origen and Cyprian, does, in the least degree, 
tend to establish this vital circumstance. 

The language of Ireneus, so far from establish 
ing the circumstance, is palpably inconsistent with 
it. He tells us, that, while the two Apostles Pe 
ter and Paul (not Peter singly) were engaged in 
founding and organising the Roman Church, they 
jointly delivered the Episcopate of it to Linus. 
Such language is very remarkable. It imports, 
not that Peter and Paul first completely founded 
and organised the Roman Church, that Peter then 
for a season acted personally as the earliest dioce 
san Bishop of Rome, and that afterward the two 
Apostles committed to Linus the Episcopate : but 
it imports, that, while they were in the very course 
of founding and organising the Roman Church, 
they jointly appointed Linus to be its first Bishop, 
in order that he might take the superintendance 
of it as soon as they should have apostolically 
completed the necessary antecedent arrange 
ments ] . 

This is the testimony of our oldest witness : 
and his subsequent phraseology, while it perfectly 
agrees with that testimony, is no less fatal to the 
theory, that the first diocesan Bishop of Rome 
was the Apostle Peter himself. Ireneus tells us, 
that Clement obtained the Episcopate in the third 

1 The old latin translation of Ireneus, the very barbarism 
of which affords a valuable proof of its close correspondence 
with the lost greek original, reads : Fundantes et mstruentes 
Ecclesiam ; not, Fundata et instructa Ecclesia. 
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place, Sixtus in the sixth place, and Kleutherius 
in the twelfth place, from the Apostles. Thus he 
reckons, we see, not from Peter */ ///// as he must 
have done had Peter been the first diocesan Bishop, 
but from the two Apostles jointly in their equal 
capacity of co-founders. Consequently, if Cle 
ment were the third Bishop from the two co- 
founders, Linus must, in his calculation, have been 
the first Bishop. 

Such being the case, the evidence of Ireneus, 
instead of establishing the diocesan Roman Epis 
copate of Peter, goes directly to prove, that Peter, 
although a co-founder of the Roman Church, 
never acted personally as the first diocesan Bishop 
of that Church. 

(3.) This account of the evidence of Ireneus is 
directly confirmed by the ancient author of the 
Apostolical Constitutions. 

He gives us a list of the primitive apostolically 
ordained Bishops : and, in the course of it, he dis 
tinctly states, even in so many words, that Linus 
was by Paul consecrated the first Bishop of the 
Roman Church ; while the second Bishop of that 
see, whom (omitting the Anacletus mentioned by 
Ireneus) he makes to be Clement, was consecrated 
by Peter 1 . 

Nor does he leave any room for setting up even 
tlie slightest pretence of ambiguity. All such 



1 T/c Cf Pti&gt;palii&gt;y Ek iiXrjir/or, .\7roc pty !&gt; KXovciac 
inro ITttuXoi , KX///u;r Cf fifnt ror Ai rou 0fi arov I/TT tjuoi/ Htrpvv 
ewrepoc, Ki^eiporot rjrat. Constit. Apost. lib. vii. c. 46. 
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pretence, should it be started either against him 
self or against Ireneus, is effectually cut off by 
his uniformly systematic plan of enumeration *. 
James, the brother of the Lord, after a manner 
totally dissimilar to the practice of all the other 
Apostles, is declared by the voice of Antiquity, to 
have been personally himself the first diocesan 
Bishop of Jerusalem 2 . Hence, with strict con 
sistency, the author of the Constitutions speaks of 
his immediate successor Symeon, as being the 
second Bishop of that Church 3 . But Antiquity 
knew nothing of Peter being the first diocesan 
Bishop of Rome. Hence, with equal consistency, 
the same author teaches us, that ihejirst Bishop 
of the Roman Church was Linus : and, as if com 
pletely to set aside the fabulous Episcopate of 
Peter, he adds, that Linus was consecrated Bishop 
by Paul. According to his reckoning, in short, 

1 I may remark, however, that a plea of ambiguity cannot be 
set up by the Romish Party, in regard either to Ireneus or to 
the author of the Apostolical Constitutions, without effectually 
depriving their evidence of all value whensoever it is adduced 
in favour of the papal claim of Dominant Supremacy. For, if 
by any Latin it should be said, that the language of these two 
ancient writers, as to the individual who was the fast diocesan 
Bishop of Rome, is ambiguous : then, surely, nothing can be 
more idle, than to advance a claim upon confessedly ambiguous 
phraseology. 

2 Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. c. 1. lib. iv. c. 5. Epiph. 
cont. haer. lib. Ixvi. 

3 \f.poao\v}jut&gt;v fj,ev lacw/Soc, 6 rov Kvplov adcX^efi* oil reXevr//- 
&lt;ravroe, ^furepoc Su^tw) o TOV KXeoTra yut0 oj rpt rog loucac 
IctKw/3oi;. Constit. Apost. lib. vii. c. 46. 
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Linus was the //V.s7 diocesan Bishop of Rome, just 
as tin- Apostle James was the t //V.s7 diocesan Bishop 
of Jerusalem. The hebrevv Bishops of Jerusalem, 
therefore, might plausibly have claimed to be heirs 
of all the prerogatives of James thcjjrst diocesan 
Bishop : but the gentile Bishops of Rome can set up 
no such claim in regard to Peter, because Peter was 
jterer the diocesan Bishop of the Roman Church . 

(4.) It may be asked : What, then, are we to 
understand by the more potent principal ittj, on ac 
count of which, in the language of Ireneus, every 
Church should resort to the Church of Rome ? 

Now, whatever we are to understand by that 
expression, it is quite clear, that we cannot un 
derstand by it any dominant Supremacy derived to 
the Roman Pontiffs from the alleged Jirst Roman 
Bishop Peter : because Peter himself never per- 

The Council of Trent, without a shadow of authority or 
rather in direct contradiction to all history, strangely defines 
the Church of Rome to be the Mother of all Churches. Sess. vii. 
de Baptism, can. iii. p. 87. It were well, if the Tridentine 
Fathers had explained to us, how the Roman Church can be 
the Mother of those more ancient Churches which existed be- 
fore itself was founded. Another Ecumenical Council, that of 
CoMtaatAOpie, which at least in this respect bids more fair to 
be infallible than its successor at Trent, rightly and sensibly 
defines the undoubtedly oldest Church of Jerusalem to be the 
Mother &lt;&gt;f all Cfmn-ftcx. Tf/e 2e yi /u^rpoc airaouv TUV 
EcxAjfrttty r;/c iv ItpoffoXvpoic. Epist. Synod. Concil. Con 
stant, ad Dumas, apud Theodoret. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. cap. 9. 
To the -;une purj iks Jerome. Sed et in Hierusalem 

prinmm fundata F.ecle.-sia totius orbis Ecclt ninavit. 

Hirrnn. Comment, in Esai. ii. 3, Oper. vol. iv. p. 7. 
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sonally occupied the diocesan Roman Episcopate. 
But I trust, that we shall find no great difficulty 
in giving a quite satisfactory account of the phra 
seology employed by Ireneus. 

To serve the purpose of his party with the 
greater* effectiveness, Mr. Berington has thought 
fit to express the phrase of Ireneus by the eng- 
lish words Its supreme headship ; thus compelling 
the venerable Father, in his anglican masquerading 
habit, to ascribe to the Roman Church an uni 
versal dominant Supremacy : and, in order that 
the context may fitly correspond with this some 
what ample rendering, he teaches that context to 
say, that every other Church, that is, the faithful 
of all countries, must have recourse to the Roman 
Church l . 

But good Ireneus himself gives us no such 
remarkable information, as that which has been 
extracted from him by Mr. Berington. He sim 
ply speaks, in manner following. 

To this Church, on account of the more potent 
principality, it is necessary, that every Church should 
resort: that is to say, those faithful individuals, 

1 The latin version of Ireneus is : Ad hanc enim Ecclesiam, 
propter potentiorem principalitatem, necesse est omnem con- 
venire Ecclesiam ; hoc est, eos qui sunt undique fideles : in 
qua semper, ab his qui sunt undique, conservata est ea quae est 
ab Apostolis traditio. 

Mr. Berington s very free translation runs : For to this 
Church, on account of its superior headship, every other must 
have recourse, that is, the faithful of all countries ; in which 
Church has been preserved the doctrine delivered by the Apostles. 
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i Jin are on erer// side of it. In ich/ch Church, by 
/7/o.sr u /to arc on crcr// aide of /V, the tradition, 
a-hich is from the Apostles, has akcaijs been pre 
ferred. 

The drift of tin- passage is abundantly evident : 
particularly, when it is explained by tbe parallel 
passage in Tcrtullian, which I have cited at full 
length ; though, as I am sorry to remark, Mr. 
Berington, in his garbled citation of it, has care 
fully suppressed all notion of its tendency 1 . 

In contentions with heretics, the subject alike 
discussed by Ireneus and Tertnllian, disputes 
might arise, as to the precise definition of par 
ticular doctrines or as to the strict import of 
particular passages in Scripture : for the heretics 
of the day were very apt, either to start new doc 
trines, or to pervert old doctrines, or to distort 
various places of Holy Writ from their true sense 
in order that God s word might thus be constrained 
to favour their own idle speculations. 

Now, in this emergency, the rational advice, 
given by Ireneus and Tertullian, is : that appli 
cation should be made to the apostolical or mother 
Church of the province, where the dispute oc 
curred ; because there, on account of the more 
potent principality with reference to the rural 
suffragan Churches situated round about each 
chief apostolically-founded Church, the true doc 
trine of the apostolic founder, whose identical 

1 See above, hook i. chap. 3. : I. 1. (1.) and 
Faith of Cathol. p. 169. 
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authentic letters were there preserved, sounding 
forth in a manner his very voice, and representing 
in a manner his very face, might be learned with 
the greatest prospect of absolute moral certainty. 

Thus, if the dispute occurred in Achaia ; re 
course might be had to the apostolical Mother- 
Church of Corinth : if, in Macedonia ; to Philippi 
or Thessalonica : if, in proconsular Asia ; to Ephe- 
sus : if, in Italy or in Africa ; to Rome. 

All these several apostolically-founded Mother- 
Churches, in relation to their dependent eccle 
siastical daughters which were seated around 
them, possessed a more potent principality ; being, 
what was technically denominated, Metropolitan 
Churches : and to them, according both to primitive 
discipline and to right reason, every Church, that 
is (as Ireneus carefully explains himself, when 
speaking of the Metropolitan Province of Rome 
in particular) every Church of faithful individuals 
who were on all sides of an apostolicallij-foujided 
Mother-Church, was bound to resort ; because, 
as he adds, in such a Mother-Church as that of 
Rome, the apostolic tradition of sound doctrine 
had always been carefully preserved. 

Ireneus and Tertullian, in short, are alike speak 
ing, not of any dominant universal Supremacy 
possessed by the Roman Church in particular, but 
simply of the best mode of resolving disputes with 
heretics : and this, when we recollect the very 
early times in which they nourished, they most 
rationally determine to be by an application to that 
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particular Apostolic See orChair, which might hap 
pen to hi- nearest to tlu place of controversy. 
Accordingly, Irenens, speaking from the valuable 
knowledge- which he possessed through his suc 
cessive residence in Asia and in Gaul, states, on 
hi.s own per&gt;onal intimacy, that the same doctrines 
might be learned at Kphesns by professed tra- 
duction from John, as those which might be learned 
at Rome by similarly professed traduction from 
Paul and from Peter. Thus, in disputes with in 
novating heretics, whether recourse was had to 
Rome or to Ephesus, the answer, in either case, 
would be precisely the same 1 . Tina, says the 
excellent l&gt;ishop of Lyons, himself the disciple of 
Polycarp the scholar of St. John : This is a most 
full demonstration, that there is one and the same 
Verifying fatikf which, in the Church, has been pre 
served and handed down in truth, from the Apostles 
even to the pretscnf time For the Church at Ephe- 
9U*, founded indeed original I if by Paul, hut Juicing 
John permanently residing among its members even 
x&lt;&gt; late as the days of Trajan, is a trne witness of 
tliat which was delivered by the Apostles 2 . 

(5.) The language of Tertullian will serve also 

1 See Iron. adv. hr. lib. iii. c. 3. 

Et est plenissima haec ostensio, unam et eandera vivifica- 
tricem fidem esse, qua- in Kc-rlrsia ab Apostolis usque nunc sit 
const-rvatii ft tradita in verilate. Sed et quae est Eplu-si Ec- 
1 1&lt; sia a Paulo (juidrin ftuulata, loanne autem penuaiuMiti- apud 
eos usque ad Trajani tt-inpora, testis i-st verus Apostolorum 
traditionis. Iren. adv. ha-r. lib. iii. c. 3. p. 171, 1 

13 
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to explain that of Cyprian, when he speaks of the 
chair of Peter. 

Some latin theologians appear, from this phrase, 
to have fondly concluded, that Cyprian is a wit 
ness for the diocesan Roman Episcopate of Peter. 
But the phrase imports nothing of the sort. Every 
apostolically-founded Church was deemed the 
chair or seat or (in our modern derivative English) 
see of the particular Apostle who founded it. Ac 
cordingly, as we have noted, the phrase is, by 
Tertullian, thus applied to all the several Churches 
of Smyrna, Rome, Corinth, Philippi, Thessalonica, 
and Ephesus. In each of them alike is the chair 
of an Apostle : in Rome, certainly, among the rest ; 
hut not in Rome more than in any other apos 
tolically-founded Church. Thus, in Rome, as 
Cyprian speaks, was the chair of Peter ; or, as 
Ireneus (according to his testimony) would ex 
press himself, in Rome was the chair of Peter and 
Paul conjointly : and thus, in Corinth, Philippi, 
Thessalonica, and Ephesus, respectively, was to 
be found the chair of Paul. But, in none of these 
cases, did the phrase imply, that the apostolic 
founder of any one of those Churches was also its 
first diocesan Bishop. The expression uniformly 
relates to the Apostle in question, not as a diocesan 
Bishop, but as the original founder. 

I need scarcely to add, that Cyprian styles the 
Church of Rome the principal Church, precisely as 
Ireneus ascribes to it the more potent principality. 
As a Church of apostolic foundation, it was the 
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principal Church in reference to Italy and Africa : 
it contained, as Tertullian speaks, the nearest 
apostolic chair, to which, in disputes with heretics, 
Italy and Africa might, for the settlement of a 
doctrinal controversy by an appeal to the then in 
disputable fact of unbroken and well authenticated 
apostolic interpretation, have quick and ready and 



easy recourse . 



1 Augustine unites both the expressions in a single sentence. 

In Romana Ecclesia semper apostolicce cathedrce viguit prin- 
cipatus. August. Epist. 162. 

Here, the apostolical chair is the chair of Peter, "because Pe 
ter was the reputed co-founder of the Roman Church : and the 
principality is, as Ireneus speaks, the more potent principality, 
which every apostolic Church enjoyed with reference to her de 
pendent daughters seated immediately round about her. 

Latterly, the Roman Church has thought good to appropriate 
to herself the style and title of the Apostolic See : but the lan- 
guage of earlier and better ages readily detects this innovating 
usurpation. The diocesan Church of Rome is no more specially 
the Apostolic See, than any other diocesan Church founded by 
an Apostle : and the plurality of the Cathedrae Apostolorum of 
Tertullian had not been forgotten in the days of Augustine. 

Christiana Societas, per Sedes Apostolorum et successiones 
Episcoporum, certa per orbem propagatione diffunditur. Au- 
irust. Epist. 42. 

I somewhat marvel, that Mr. Berington has not adduced the 
apparently splendid titles of Pont if ex Ma.cinn/s and J-Ipisi-opus 
pMCOponM) which Tertullian bestows upon the Roman 
J&gt;i&gt;hn]&gt;, as a clear proof of the early acknowledged universal 
Supremacy of that Prelate. Tertull. de pudic. Oper. p. 742. 
Probably he was aware, that, in the first ages, Pontiff* Maxi- 
mus or .V//w//i.v l\.ntifex or Summits .SWr&lt;r&lt;/&lt; .v or Princcps Sa- 
cerdotum were undistinguishing titles of all members of the 

G 
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(6.) A modern divine of the Latin Church, Mr. 
Husenbeth, has indeed, with his wonted idle hu 
mour of declamatory exaggeration, broadly as 
serted : that ALL ecclesiastical writers, WITHOUT ONE 
EXCEPTION, during the space of fifteen entire centu 
ries, have, uniformly and unanimously, attested 
the fact of the diocesan Roman Episcopate of St. 
Peter . 

What these ecclesiastical writers may have done 
during the latter part of those fifteen centuries, is 
a matter of the least possible consequence in regard 
to historical testimony : Mr. Husenbeth, however, 
declares, that they are equally explicit during the 
three first centuries also. Papias, Ignatius, Ireneus, 
Dionysius of Corinth, Caius, Clement of Alexan 
dria, Tertullian, Origen, and Cyprian, all, no 
doubt, flourished in the course of the three earliest 
ages : and they ALL, with one voice, at least so 
says Mr. Husenbeth, distinctly and explicitly teach 
us, that Peter was the first diocesan Bishop of 
Rome 2 . 

episcopal order : while Episcopus Episcoporum was the accu 
rate and fitting style of every Metropolitan or every Bishop of a 
principal Apostolic Church surrounded by smaller dependent 
suffragan Churches. Under this willing belief, I cheerfully 
give Mr. Berington credit for having acted like an honest man ; 
a far more respectable title, than that of a plausible controver- 
tist. 

1 Husenbeth s Def. of the Creed and Discip. of the Cath. 
Church, chap. ii. p. 42. 

a Mr. White had stated : that the belief, that St. Peter had 
been Bishop of Rome, was an idle and ungrounded report. 

10 
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I allow this author credit for having given mo 
derately specific references to his formidable list 
of primitive vouchers : but I find no small diffi 
culty in accounting for the very singular fact, that 
such references should ever, even in the way of 
common prudence, have been given 1 . NOT ONE of 
the writers, adduced and referred to by Mr. Hu- 
senbeth as his decisive witnesses of the three first 



Whereupon Mr. Husenbeth remarks : It is deplorable to see 
a licentiate in divinity attempt thus to impose upon such humble 
readers an hare no means of examining history, by such rvorn- 
&lt;mt fallacies and vile fabrications as these. Def. of the Creed. 
chap, ii. p. 41, 42. 

In tliis strain of virulent invective, as if indecent abuse and 
hardy asseveration might supply the place of argument and tes 
timony, Mr. Husenbeth specially delights to expatiate. 

The question is : whether Mr. White who denied the Roman 
Episcopate of Peter, or Mr. Husenbeth who has asserted it on 
the professed constant testimony of all ecclesiastical writers 
without one exception for fifteen centuries, has the more un 
dauntedly attempted to impose upon such humble readers as have 
no means of examining history. 

1 Mr. Husenbeth s references to his witnesses of the three 
first centuries are given in manner following. 

1 apias apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. c. 14. I gnat. Epist. 

ad Rom. Dionysius of Corinth apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. 

ii. c. -21. Caius and Clement of Alexandria apud Euseb. 1 l:&gt;t. 

[ec. lib. ii. c. 14, 15. Orig. lib. iii. in Gencsim. Tertull. de 

prescript, c. . 5 ^. Cyprian, epist. 55. ad Cornel. Pap. 

As a bait for hard readers, he adds, without giving any refe 
rence, in the capacity of witnesses for the fourth and fifth cen 
turies, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, Eusebins, Lactantius, 
oduret. Sulpicius Severus, Cyril of Jerusalem, Clirysostom, 
and Athanasius. 

(i 2 
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centuries, says a single syllable respecting the dio 
cesan Roman Episcopate of Peter l . ALL are pro- 

1 When I first pointed out this discreditable attempt to im 
pose upon the unsuspecting confidence of the English Laity, 
Mr. Husenbeth, in reply, made a brief and somewhat dry ac 
knowledgment : that the places, referred to by him as specifically 
attesting the personal Roman Episcopate of Peter, do not ALL 
say, totidem verbis, that Peter was Bishop of Rome. Pamph. 
p. 54. 

What means he by this word ALL ? Would he insinuate, 
that some do, and some do not, assert Peter s Roman Episcopate ? 
NOT ONE of them says a single word about it : NOT ONE of them 
throws out even so much as a hint. 

By way of salvo, however, he now assures us : that, From 
tJicir concurrent testimonies, WITHOUT ONE BEING FOUND TO DENY 
THE SAME, it was clear ; that St. Peter mas at Rome, WAS BISHOP 
OF ROME, and was martyred at Rome. Pamph. p. 55. 

Certainly, they vouch for the tno facts : that Peter was at 
Rome; and that Peter was martyred at Rome. But WHERE, 
either singly or collectively, do they vouch for the additional 
third fact : that PETER WAS BISHOP OF ROME ; a fact, without a 
shadow of evidence ingeniously wedged by Mr. Husenbeth be 
tween the other two ? 

NOT ONE CAN BE FOUND TO DENY IT, responds this prince of 
logicians. 

True : and, on the same most satisfactory principle, I will 
undertake to prove, that Alexander the Great was the first king 
of Rome. NOT ONE ANCIENT HISTORIAN CAN BE FOUND TO DENY 
IT. 

Before Mr. Husenbeth next mythologises on the personal 
Roman Episcopate of Peter, I would recommend to his serious 
attention the strongly expressed judgment of the learned Sca- 
liger. 

De Petri Romam adventu, sede xxv annorum, supremo capi- 
tis supplicio ibidem, nemo, qui paullo humanior fuerit, credere 
posset. Seal, in Joan, xviii. 31. 
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found/i/ site/it ; where the more zealous than dis 
creet De-fender of the Latin Creed and Discipline 
assures his readers, that they are preeminently elo 
quent. In truth, the silly tale rests not upon a 
shadow of historical foundation : and the early 
testimony both of Ireneus and of the author of the 
Apostolical Constitutions, though the unfortunate 
Ireneus has actually been summoned by Mr. 
Husenbeth as one of his witnesses, is, as we 
have seen, altogether fatal to the miserable le 
gend . 

1 The figment seems to have been crawling into existence 
during tin- latter part of the fourth century : for, in a whimsi 
cally imperfect form, we find it in the writings of Epiphanius 
who flourished about that period. 

This author tells us, that Peter and Paul conjointly, acting in 
the two-fold capacity of diocesan Bishops and universal Apos 
tles, were the first Co-Bishops of Rome : and he adds, that, at 
the expiration of their double Episcopate, Linus became their 
.successor. Epiph. cont. haer. haer. xxvii. 

The origin of the anile fiction is abundantly plain. Ireneus 
had stated, that Peter and Paul were the Co-Founders of the 
Roman Church. Peter, therefore, could not be decently and 
instantaneously transformed into the first sole Bishop of Rome. 
Hence the two Co-Fuunders of Ireneus became, in the plastic 
hands of Epiphanius, the two first Co-Bishops. 

If we admit this ridiculous story, how shall we save the infal 
libility of the first Nkvne Council : which, in despite of Aposto 
lical authority and example, has determined, that there shall not 
be two UMiops in one city ? "Ira pi} if TIJ iroXu cvo liriaKoiroL 
wrrir. Concil. Nic. I. Can. viii. The truth was, the good Fa 
thers of Nice knew no more, than Ireneus himself, about the 
ilnnbl&lt;- Roman Episcopate of Paul and Peter. If they had, we 
should a-Mtredly ha\e detected the remarkable fact in the EC- 



86 DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. [BOOK I. 

(7.) Mr. Berington contents himself with stat 
ing, as the belief of his brethren : that peculiar 
powers were given to St. Peter ; and that the Bi 
shop of Rome, as his successor, is the head of the 
whole Catholic Church l . 

Such is the statement given by Mr. Berington : 
but I must do him the justice to say, that he is far 
too prudent a man to hazard the specific declara 
tion of Mr. Husenbeth, relative to the constant tes 
timony of ALL ecclesiastical writers, WITHOUT ONE 
EXCEPTION, for fifteen centuries : a declaration, so 
far as the three first ages are concerned, rendered 
imposing indeed to the careless or unlearned 
reader by a parade of distinct reference ; but a de 
claration, absolutely ludicrous to the more jealous 
inquirer, who refuses to accept hardy assertion 
without actual verification. 

V. The singular scantiness of Mr. Berington s 
evidence, from the writers of the three first cen 
turies, for the establishment of an alleged FACT, 
without a belief in which (according to the Triden- 
tine Profession) we shall doubtless perish everlast 
ingly, will have struck all who are acquainted 
even with the bare names of the Antenicene Fa 
thers. He adduces only Ireneus, Tertullian, Ori- 
gen, and Cyprian. With what emolument he ad 
duces this quaternion of witnesses, we have already 
seen. 

clesiastical History of their contemporary and associate, Euse- 
bius of Cesarea. 

1 Faith of Cathol. p. 155. 
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Yrt why should ho have omitted Clement of 
Home (himself a host in attesting the familiar do 
minant Supremacy of his own See ), and Barna 
bas, and Hennas, and Ignatius, and Polycarp, and 
Justin Martyr, and Tatian, and Athenagoras, and 
Clement of Alexandria, and Minucius Felix, and 
Ilippolitus, and Novatian, and Theophilus of An- 
tioch : for I will not rigidly call upon him to pro 
duce evidence out of the fragments of Caius, or 
Hegesippus, or Melito, or Archelaus, or Theonas, 
or the three Dionysii of Corinth and Rome and 
Alexandria ? 

The simple truth is, that neither Scripture nor 
Primitive Antiquity gives the least countenance 

The Bishop of Strasbourg has a strong inclination to enlist 
the venerable Clement into the service of his Church : but Mr. 
Berington, far more prudently, leaves him undisturbed. 

His lordship s account of the transaction, whence he would 
deduce the plain Supremacy of Clement, is : that Fortunatus 
came to Rome from Corinth, for the purpose of requesting the 
Head of the Catholic Church and the successor of St. Peter to 
mterpote his authority and thus to put an end to the schismati- 
cal dissentions of the Corinthians. 

Le venerable FbrfwMfKl sc rend a Rome your solliciter le 
successeur de saint Pierre d interposer son autorite. 

The Bishop, then, gravely calls upon his eniilish friend to 
note this primitive instance of an appeal to the chair of Peter. 

Remarqucz, je roi/v j ric, ce recours a la chain- de Pierre, des 
les premiers temps. Discuss. Amic. lett. ii. vol. i. p. 43. 

From what part of Clement s Epistle, or from what other 
authentic source, Dr. Trevern has learned, that Fortunatus re- 
(ju&lt; vu (1 Clement to interpose hi* supreme authority at Corinth, 
and that this is an instance of appeal to St. Peter s chair from 
the earliest times ; I hnve not IHVII able to discover. 
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to the childish fable, that our Lord appointed 
Peter the monarch of his Church, and that the 
Bishop of Rome is the rightful heir to the alleged 
universal dominant Supremacy of the Holy 
Apostle. 



CHAPTER IV. 



TRAN8UBSTANTIATION. 



THE doctrine of Transubstantiation, after having 
been briefly asserted by the second Council of 
Nice in the year 787, and after having been copi 
ously though still imperfectly defined by the fourth 
Council of Lateran in the year 1215, was at 
length, with all its adjuncts and concomitants, fully 
specified and laid down, by the Council of Trent, 
during the course of its thirteenth session in the 
year 1551, and during the course of its twenty- 
second session in the year 1562 . 

1 It may perhaps be doubtful, whether the second Nicene 
Council wished to inculcate Transubstantiation or Consubstan- 
liation. At all events, it denied the bread and wine to be the 
image of the body and blood : and contended, that they are the 
vi-ry body and blood themselves. 

ic yap irore TWV ffaXniyywv rov ITvtv^iaroc oyt wv aVoff- 
, ?/ TVV doiftpwv irartpuv iiftwr, n)v dva.ijJLa.KTOv S/uwv 
dvaiav tlmv littdva TOV ffwpaTos avrov Kat oiiK tliri Aa /^erf, 
&lt;f&gt;dycre, rt)v tint tya TOV ffw/xaroc pov QVKOVV &lt;ra^wc aVortCEtk-- 
T(tt, iin tAoafUV iwrt ii Ki /ito, miTt iii ftTroffroXot *; irariptc, tl- 
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In the sacrament of the Eucharist, according to 
this last and most complete account of the matter, 
after the consecration of the bread and wine, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, true God and true man, is, truly 
and really and substantially, contained, under the 
species of* those sensible objects : so that, immediately 
after consecration, the true body and the true blood 
of our Lord, together with his soul and divmity, exist 
under the species of bread and wine: for, by the very 
force of the words themselves, the blood exists under 
the species of the wine ; and the body, under the spe 
cies of the bread. But, furthermore, by virtue of 
that natural connection and concomitance, through 
which the parts of the Lord, after his resurrection 
from the dead, are mutually joined together, the body 



Kova eiirov rfjv ia row leplwg TTf&gt;off(j)po[Jiifr)v dralftaitrtv Overlay, 
a XX auro aw/j.a KCU avro al/j.a. Concil. Nic. II. act. vi. Labb. 
Concil. vol. vii. p. 448, 449. 

The fourth Council of Lateran, speaking more precisely than 
the second Council of Nice, determined, that the alleged mate 
rial change in the elements, is not consubstantiative but tran- 
substantiative : for it decided, that the bread and wine are, by 
virtue of consecration, transubstantiated into the body and blood 
of Christ. 

Una vero est fidelium Universalis Ecclesia, extra quam nul- 
lus omnino salvatur. In qua idem ipse sacerdos et sacrificium 
Jesus Christus, cujus corpus et sanguis in sacramento altaris 
sub speciebus panis et vini veraciter continentur : transubstan- 
tiatis pane in corpus, et vino in sanguinem, potestate divina, ut 
ad perficiendum mysterium unitatis accipiamus ipsi de suo quod 
accipit ipse de nostro. Concil. Later, iv. can. 1. Labb. Con 
cil. vol. xi. par. 1. p. 143. 
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exists under the species of the wine, llie blood exists 
under the species of the bread, and the soul exists un 
der the species both of the bread and of the wine. 
The divinity, moreover, on account of its admirable 
hi/postatic union with the. body and the soul, simi 
larly exists alike under each species. Wherefore, 
under each species and under both species, so much 
as eren the whole is contained. For the entire Christ 
exists, both under the species of bread, and under 
each particle of that species : and the entire Christ 
exists, both under the species of nine, and under all 
t/ie particles of that species. Hence, through the 
consecration of the bread and wine, there takes place 
a conversion of the whole substance of the bread into 
the tubttance of the body of our Lord Christ, and of 
the whole substance of the wine into the substance of 
his blood: which conversion is properly and conveni 
ently denominated Transubstantiation. 

Of this doctrine, the practical result is the fol 
lowing. 

All the faithful are bound to offer to the Eucha 
rist that same adoration of Latria, which is paid to 
the Deity : for such adoration rests upon the belief 
that in (hat sacrament there is substantially present 
the filial God, concerning whom the Father pro* 
nounced, Let all the angels of God worsltip him. 
And, analogously, in point of beneficial efficacy, the 
Eucharist, being the identical sacrifice which Christ 
offered upon the cross, must be deemed a true propi 
tiator// sacrifice, making satisfaction, each time that 
it is offered, not only for the living, but likewise for 
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the dead in the Lord who have not as yet been fully 
purified 1 . 

1 Principle docet sancta Synodus, et aperte ac simpliciter 
profitetur, in almo sanctae Eucharistiae Sacramento, post panis 
et vini consecrationem, Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum, 
verum Denm atque hominem, vere, realiter, ac substantialiter, 
sub specie illarum rerum sensibilium contineri Ita enim ma- 
jores nostri omnes, quotquot in vera Christi Ecclesia fuerunt, 
qui de sanctissimo hoc Sacramento disseruerunt, apertissime 
professi sunt, hoc tarn admirabile sacramentum in ultima ccena 
Redemptorem nostrum instituisse ; cum post panis vinique be- 
nedictionem, se suum ipsius corpus illis praebere ac suum san- 
guinem, disertis ac perspicuis verbis testatus est. Concil. Tri 
dent, sess. xiii. c. 1. p. 122, 123. 

Semper haec fides in Ecclesia Dei fuit, statim post consecra 
tionem, verum Domini nostri corpus verumque ejus sanguinem, 
sub panis et vini specie, una cum ipsius anima et divinitate, ex- 
istere. Sed corpus quidem sub specie panis, et sanguinem sub 
vini specie, ex vi verborum. Ipsum autem corpus sub specie 
vini, et sanguinem sub specie panis, animamque sub utraque, vi 
naturalis illius connexionis et concomitantiae, qua partes Christi 
Domini, qui jam ex mortuis resurrexit non amplius moriturus, 
inter se copulantur : divinitatem porro, propter admirabilem il- 
lam ejus cum corpore et anima hypostaticam unionem. Qua- 
propter verissimum est, tantundem sub alterutra specie atque 
sub utraque contineri : totus enim et integer Christus, sub panis 
specie et sub quavis ipsius speciei parte ; totus item, sub vini 
specie et sub ejus partibus, existit. Ibid. c. 3. p. 124, 125. 

Quoniam autem Christus redemptor noster, corpus suum id, 
quod sub specie panis ofFerebat, vere esse dixit : ideo persuasum 
semper in Ecclesia Dei fuit, idque nunc denuo sancta hsec Sy 
nodus declarat ; per consecrationem panis et vini, conversionem 
fieri totius substantial panis in substantiam corporis Christi Do 
mini nostri, et totius substantiae vini in substantiam sanguinis 
ejus ; quae conversio convenienter et proprie a sancta Catholica 
Ecclesia Transulstantiatio est appellata. Ibid. c. 4. p. 125. 
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On this ample definition, the Council of Trent 
has built four out of its eleven canons respecting 
the sacrament of the Eucharist and two out of its 
nine canons respecting the sacrifice of the Mass : 
and it charitably curses every person, who either 
shall deny any one of the propositions contained 
in its definition, or who shall assert propositions 
contradictory to it . 

I. We must note, that the Tridentine Fathers 
have given the whole of the preceding definition, 
not simply and nakedly, but complexly and tradi 
tionally. 

They declare, that ALL their predecessors, who- 

Nullus itaque dubitandi locus relinquitur, quin omnes Christi 
lidi-les, pro more in Catholica Ecclesia semper recepto, latriae 
cultum, qui vero Deo debetur, huic sanctissimo sacramento in 
veneratione exhibeant. Neque enim ideo minus est adorandum, 
quod fuerit a Christo Domino, ut sumatur, institutum : nam il 
ium eundem Deum praesentem in eo adesse credimus, quern 
Pater rcternus, introducens in orbem terrarum, dicit, Et adorent 
eum omnes angeli Dei. Ibid. c. 5. p. 125, 126. 

Et, quoniam in divino hoc sacrificio quod in Missa peragitur, 
idem ille Christus continetur et incruente immolatur, qui in ara 
crucis semel seipsum cruente obtulit, docet sancta Synodus, sa- 
crificium istud vere propitiatorium esse Una enim eademque 
est hostia, idem nunc offerens sacerdotum ministerio, qui seip- 
siini tune in cruce obtulit, sola ofFerendi ratione diversa Quare 
non solum pro lidelium vivorum peccatis, poenis, satisfactioni- 
bus, et aliis necessitatibus ; sed et pro defunctis in Christo, non- 
dum ad ]&gt;K mini pur&lt;_Mtis ; rite, jnxta Apostolorum traditionem, 
.tur. Ibid. \xii. c. 2. p. 2:iO, 2-tO. 

:c-il. Trident. MM. xiii. can. 1, 2, 3, 1. p. 129, 130. m 
\\\i. ran. J, 3. p. 21-1. 
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soever were in the true Church of Christ, have in 
variably professed the same doctrine with them 
selves : they assert, that this very faith, namely 
faith in Transubstantiation as they have defined it, 
was ALWAYS in the Church of God : they affirm, 
that the adoration of the Eucharist, with that wor 
ship of Latrla which is due only to the true God, 
was a practice ALWAYS received in the Church Ca 
tholic : and they pronounce, that the propitiatory 
quality of the Eucharist, as a piacular sacrifice 
both for the quick and for the dead, is enforced 
by them STRICTLY according to the teaching and 
tradition of the Apostles themselves. 

Thus, most indisputably, in the face of the 
whole world, they allege A DIRECT HISTORICAL FACT. 
Hence, the FACT, so alleged, must be established 
according to the well known laws of evidence : 
and hence the divines of the Latin Church, feeling 
the necessity of the case, have attempted to esta 
blish this FACT by the joint testimony of Scripture 
and of the early ecclesiastical writers. 

1. The following is the evidence produced from 
Scripture, for the purpose of substantiating the 
alleged FACT : that The doctrine of Transubstantia 
tion with all its adjuncts and concomitants, as ulti 
mately defined by the Council of Trent, was the doc 
trine, originally taught by Christ and his Apostles, 
and from them received by the Catholic Church in 
the very beginning. 

(1.) / am the living bread, which came down from 
heaven. If any man eat of this bread, he shall live 
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for ever : find the bread, that 7 will gi re, is myjlesh ; 
which I will gi re for the life of t lie world Except 
//c eat the Jicsh of the Son of man, and drink his 
blood ; ye hare no life in you. Whoso eateth my 
flesh, and drinketh in// blood, hath eternal life : and 
I will raise him up at the last day. For my flesh is 
meat indeed : and my blood is drink indeed. He, 
that eateth my flesh and drinketh mij blood, dwelleth 
in me, and 1 in him. As the //ring Father hath 
sent me, and I lire by the Father : so he, that eateth 
me, shall eren lire by me. This is the bread, which 
came down from heaven : not as your fathers did eat 
manna, and are dead. He, that eateth of this bread, 
shall lire for ever \ 

(2.) And, as they were eating, Jesus took bread, 
and hlessed, and brake, and gave to the disciples, 
and said : Take, eat ; this is my body. And he took 
the cnp, and gave thanks, and gave to them, saying: 
Drink ye all of it ; for this is my blood of the new 
testament, which is shed for many for the remission 
of sins *. 

(3.) The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not 
the communion of the blood of Christ ? The bread 
which we break, is it not the communion of the body 
of Christ 3 ? 

(4.) For I hare received of the Lord that which 
also I delivered unto you : that the Lord Jesus, the 

1 John vi. 5158. 

Matt. xxvi. 2628. Compare Mark xiv. 2224. Luke 
&gt;\ii. 19, 20: 

3 1 Corinth, x. 16. 
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same night in which he was betrayed, took bread: 
and, when he had given thanks, he brake, and said: 
Take, eat ; this is my body, which is broken for you ; 
this do in remembrance of me. After the same man 
ner also, he took the cup, when he had supped, say 
ing : This cup is the new testament in my blood ; 
this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance 
of me. For, as often as ye eat this bread and 
drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord s death till he 



come l . 



(5.) / have no pleasure in you, saith the Lord of 
hosts : neither will I accept an offering at your hand. 
For, from the rising of the sun unto the going down 
of the same, my name shall be great among the Gen 
tiles: and, in every place, incense shall be offered 
unto my name, and a pure offering 2 . 

(6.) We have an altar, whereof they have no right 
to eat which serve the tabernacle. For the bodies of 
those beasts, whose blood is brought into the sanctu 
ary by the high-driest for sin, are burned without the 
camp. Wherefore, Jesus also, that he might sanc 
tify the people with his own blood, suffered without 
the gate 3 . 

1 1 Corinth, xi. 2326. 

2 Malach. i. 10, 11. 

3 Heb. xiii. 10 12. Mr. Berington likewise adduces, in 
evidence, Acts xiii. 2. Rev. v. 6, 810. I omit crowding my 
page with these texts, simply because I cannot discover in them 
the slightest relevancy to the subject in hand. The texts, here 
given at length, are cited, by Mr. Berington in The Faith of Ca- 
thol. p. 193, 194, 251, 253, and by the Bishop of Strasbourg in 
Discuss. Amic. lett. vii. vol. i. p. 281 287. 
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2. Such is tin- evidomv, produced by the di 
vines of the Latin Church from Scripture : the 
following is the evidence, produced for the same 
purpose from the writers of the three first centu 
ries. 

(1.) Clement of Rome, the fellow-labourer of 
St. Paul, flourished during the course of the first 



age. 



ought to do all things in order, whatsoever 
tJie Lord lias commanded us to perform. He has 
commanded, that our oblations and liturgies should 
be performed at appointed seasons, and not be made 
accidentally or disorderly They, therefore, who 
make their oblations at (he appointed seasons, are 
acceptable and blessed : for, following the laws of 
the Lord, they err not . 

(2.) Ignatius, the disciple of St. John, flourished 
at the latter end of the first century and at the be~ 
ginning of the second. 

The gnosticising Docetce abstain from the Eu 
charist and from prayer : because they confess not, 
that the Eucharist is the flesh of our Saviour Jesus 
Christ, which suffered for our sins, which the Father 
raised up through his goodness. They, therefore, 

Hurra ra^ et troie iv o^eiXofiet , oaa i hffTrorrjc tTTirtXely txi- 
\tvaii-. Kara natpovc reraypit ovs rac re 7rpor^&gt;opu v c icai Xtt- 

roupyiac IniTtXelffdai, Kat OVK elxrj ?*/ IITVKTUS eKe\tvffev 

t \ " 

Ut ovv TOIQ irpoffrtra-y^erotr K(iipo~t rotoyrrtc ^C 

aurwr, tUTrpoffttKTOi Tt Km [iciKapuiC roi&lt;; yap t outuoic ~ov 
TTUTOV axoXovdovrrec ov tiiapaprnrovoiy. Clem. Horn. Epist. ad 
Corinth, i. 40. 

H 
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who contradict the gift of God, perish while ques 
tioning J . 

/ delight not in perishable food, nor in the plea 
sures of this life. The bread of God I desire, 
heavenly bread, the bread of life, which is the flesh 
of Jesuf Christ, the son of God, born afterward 

from the seed of David : and the drink of God I 
desire, even his blood, which is incorruptible love and 
eternal life 2 . 

(3.) Justin Martyr flourished during the earlier 
half of the second century. 

This food is among us called the Eucharist : oj 
which it is lawful for no other person to partake, 
save him, who believes that the matters taught by us 
are true, a fid wlio has been washed in the laver which 
is for the remission of sins and to regeneration, and 
who lives thus as Christ has delivered. For we 
ta/ie not these, as common bread nor as common 
drink : but, in what manner Jesus Christ our Saviour, 
being made flesh through the word of God, had both 

flesh and blood for our salvation ; thus also we have 
been taught, that the nourishment, over wliicli thanks 



Tt Koi Trnoffev^iJ diri^ovrai, cid TO fj.ij 6p.o\o- 
ri\v ev^apttrriay cra pm elvru -ov &lt;rwrJ/poc fiftvv Iriaov Xpter- 
rov, Tr)v vTrtp afiapTiwv i/pwy TraQovaay,fjy Trj xptyor&lfn 6 JTa- 
r?/p 7/yeipEV. Ot ovv aj rtXf yoj rcc Ttj ^wptci roD Qeov, av^r}TO\iv- 
Ignat. Epist. ad Smyrn. vii. 



iico/j.ai rpo0j7 00opdg, ovdf. ifSovaitf rov /3&lt;ou TOVTOV 



uprov Oeov Of Xw, aprov ovpavioi , aprov fw/e, OG ta-i aapS, 
Xpiorow, row Ytov -ov QEOV, rov yf.vop.ivov iv varepy IK 

Aa/3/^ KOI TTOfjia Qeov 6t\w, TO atyua O.VTOV, 6 iffTiv aya 
KU\ aiwaoQ W/. Ignat. Epist. ad Rom. vii. 
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hare been giren through prayer of the word that 

I from him, and from which our Jlesh and blood 

are tJt rough mutation nourished, is the flesh and 

blood of that Jesus ic-ho IIY/S- made flesh. For the 

Anostles, in the Treatises called Gospels, hare thus 

handed doicn that Jesus commanded them. When 

he had taken bread and had giren tlianks, he said: 

Do this in remembrance of me; this is my body. 

7, in like manner, when he had taken the cup 

and had giren thanks, lie said : This is my blood 1 . 

Jn /ng inflamed through the word of his calling, 

we are the true sacerdotal offspring of God : as also 

M i O J 

(itid himself witnesses, saying, that, in every place 

among the nations, they offer unto him acceptable 

and pure sacrifices. But God receives sacrifices 

from no one, except through his priests. Wherefore, 

II Tf&gt;t:i UITJJ KoXtirai Trap r;/Jtv ev-^apiffria jje ovcevi 
i i\\j&gt; p.(.ra(T^~ti ii,t&gt;t&gt; iffrti , if r&lt;j&gt; Triarrtvovri aXrjdij tlrcu ret 



ny/iti a v&lt;^ iifiitir, Kai Xowa/ilyy TO vnep a&lt;beaWQ fyut 

vat tjr uruytrvTiaiv \ovrpov, cat ovrwc fiiovvTt J/c o \piffros 

irapiiuKtv. (Yv yap, a&gt; KOIVOV aprov oi/ct KOIVOV ir6p.a ravra 

\afipat&gt;Ofjifv a\\\ ov rno-or fin Xoyou QEOU &lt;rupi;oTrotT)Qti(; 

\r}rrnvr \niiTT(&gt;c, b fftir^p i)f.iS&gt;r, Kdt ffupKa k ai al/ta vTrep v 

* ovrwc k-ut ri)r &lt; t u\J/c Xoyou row Trap ai/roi/ y 
of^v t t- )y&lt;. al/ia :ai adpcrr t-ara ue 
, tKnrov TOV (iap*:oTotrj0Vroe Ifjffow cat trt t 
f ( /, (( \fij}fii j f/iat. () yup a-dfTroXo, / ro7v yi 0//oc 
WTT* auruir u-o/i) &gt;jp;&gt; vyuu&lt;rtv a icaXeTrai cuayytXta, oura/c 
Tap. i)TruX0at i/ro7c rov ITJ&lt;TOU , Xu ( orru aprov, 

ip(ff7)/(raTa, ttVelj" ToDro Troutrf t c r;/ avd/oj/irij /tow 
"Tr( ro vfipMI //of vJ, ro jror///)ior !&gt;^ioiug a KTII 

(i(ar&gt; (ff(UTa, M TMI" To9r6 Ivn TO aT/l&lt;{ /1OV. Justin. Apol. 
i. (&gt;|K-r. ].. 7 

II -J 



* 
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predicting all who through this name offer the sa 
crifice which Jesus Christ ordained to be offered, that 

iJ c*/ 

is to say, in the Eucharist of the bread and the cup, 
which sacrifices are offered up by Christians in every 
part of the earth, God testifies, that they are well 
pleasing to him. But the sacrifices, which are offered 
by you Jews and through your priests, he rejects, 
saying : I will not accept your sacrifices from your 
hands ; for, from the rising of the sun unto its setting, 
my name has been glorified among the nations 
Wherefore I also myself say, that prayers and 
thanksgivings, offered up by the worthy, are the only 
sacrifices, which are perfect and acceptable to God. 
For Christians have been taught to offer these alone, 
even in the commemorativeness of their dry and liquid, 
food, in which also commemoration is made of the 
passion which God suffered through God himself 1 . 



cia rou Xoyov TTJQ K\i]ffU)g avrov, a 
ro uXiidivvv yivoc; iff^ily rou Geou, WQ KOI avrog u Qtog yuupruptt, 

"On, iv ira.rrl TOTTU kv roTg tOvefft, Qvaidc c 
ccu Kadapag Trpoaytpovree. Ov ^X ercu ^e Trap 
dvffiac; 6 QIOQ, f.1 f^ifl 3ia TU&gt;I&gt; lepiuv avrov. Ilai rac; ovt&gt; ol dta rou 
TOVTOV QvaiaQ dc VOftlSttKev Irjeovg 6 Xptoroc ytVecrflca, 
7Ti rrj V^api(TTi&lt;f rou ciprov Kat rou Trorrjplov, rac iv 
i TOTTW r/c 7 7e yit 0/J.lvac UTTO rwv XptortavaJv, TrpoAa/jwy 6 
uaprvpei evaplffrovQ vr&p](ClV aurw. Tag & vfi uyuwi KOI 
L tKtivw VJJLIJJV ru&gt;v teptttf yivofjifrcis aTra^atVerai, Xiywv Kat 
roe dvffiag vp.wv ov Trpoff^e^oftai tK ru&gt;v \tifVV vptiv tiion, 
riTTO araroXJ/c J/Xtou wg Svff/J.wv, TO oropa p.ov ceco^affTUt, Xlyei, 
kv rote iftviaiv -"On [itv ovv KOI tv-^ai Kal tv^apiGrlai, VTTO rwv 
dfywv ytv6[Uva.t } re Xtiai yuovai KO.I evapeffrol cliri rw 0tw dvaiat, 
KOI ouroc 0J/fti. Taura yap p,6va Kttl \pi&lt;rriavoi 
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(4.) Ireneus lived through the greater part of 
the second century, and wrote his Work against 
heresies about the year 175. 

Giring council to his disciples, that they should 
ojfer KII(O God Hie Jirst-fruits of ///.v creatures, not 
ft\ // he wanted anil thing, but that (hey themtefoet 
might he neither unfruitful nor ungrateful, he tool: 
the creature bread, and gave thanks, gating: Thin 
is ///// body. And, in like manner, the cup, which ac 
cording to us in of the creature, he confessed to be hi* 
own blood : and taught the new oblation of the New 
Testament, which the Church, receiving it from the 
Apostles, offers to God throughout the whole zvor/d, 
eren to him who in the New Testament grants unto 
us for food the first-fruits of his own gifts. Re 
specting this, Malachi thus predicted. I have no 
pleasure in i/on, saith the Lord of hosts : neither 
will I accept an offering at your hand. For, from, 
the rising of the sun even unto the going dozen of 
the same, my name shall be great among the Gen 
tiles : and, in eren/ place, incense shall be offered 
unto my name, and a pure offering : and ///// name 
shall be great among the heathen, saith the Lord of 



7rou7 , Kui tTr aVa/i) ;i7M it rT/r roo^j/c vr(ih (f}pO re 

/i 7] *.ai TOU iraOovs a TrtTroi Oe ii itl rnv u Of oc rov QeoD. Justin. 

Duil. nun Trvph. OJHT. j&gt;. . 70. 

. rt suis (liscij)iilis dans consilium, primitias Deo ofterre 

uis creaturis, non quasi iiuli^nti, scd ut ipsi nee infruc- 

tuo:&gt;i IHV in^rrati ^int, ciini, qui r\ crtatuia panis i-st, arrt-pit, 

et gratia., i^it, diet-as: Hoc cst corpus incutn. Et calict iu 
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We ought to make an offering unto God and in 
all tilings to be grateful to our Creator, in a pure 
purpose, in faith without hypocrisy, in a firm hope, 
in fervent love, offering the first-fruits of the crea 
tures. And this pure oblation the Church alone 
offers to+the Creator, offering to him of his creature 
with thanksgiving. But the Jews now offer it not ; 
for their hands are full of blood : for they have not 
received the word through which it is offered to God. 
Nor do all the synagogues of heretics offer it. For 
to them hozv can it be a matter of certainty, that 
that bread, over which tJumks have been given, is 
the body of their Lord, and that the cup is the cup 
of his blood, if they admit not him to be the Son of 
the Creator of the world? And how, again, do they 
say, that the flesh passes into corruption and receives 
not life, which is nourished from the body and blood 
of the Lord ? wherefore, either let them change their 
opinion, or let them abstain from offering the things 
which have been predicted. But our opinion is con- 

similiter, qui est ex ea creatura quae est secundum nos, suum 
sanguinem confessus est : et novi testament! novam docuit 
oblationem, quam Ecclesia ab Apostolis accipiens in universe 
mundo offertDeo, ei qui alimenta nobis praestat primitias suorum 
numerum in novo testamento : de quo, in duodecim prophetis, 
Malachias sic praesignificavit : Non est mihi voluntas in vobis, 
dicit Dominus omnipotens ; et sacrijicium non accipiam de mani- 
bus vestris. Quoniam, ab ortu solis usque ad occasum, nomen 
mcum glorificatur Inter gentes : et in omni loco incensum qffertur 
noniini meo, el sacrijicium purum. Quoniam magnum est nomen 
meum in gcntibus, dicit Dominus omnipotens. Iren. adv. haer. 
lib. iv. c. 32. p. 261. 
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sonant to the Eucharist : and the Eucharist, again, 
confirms our opinion. For we offer unto him the 
things which arc his, harmoniously preaching the 
communicafioji and unit;/ of the flesh and the spirit. 
For, as bread, which is from the earth, receiving 
the rocation of God, is now not common bread, but 
the Jlucharist, consisting of two things, an earthly 
thing and a hearenhf thing : so likewise our bodies, 
ring the Eucharist, are now not corruptible, 
haring hope of the resurrection. But we offer unto 
him, not as if lie wanted : but giring thanks to Jiis 
gift, and sanctifying the creature . 

1 Oportet enim nos oblationem Deo facere, et in omnibus 
grntos inveniri-fabricatori Deo, in sententia pura, et fide sine 
bypocrisi, in spe firnia, in dilectione ferventi, primitias earum 
quae sunt eis creaturarum ofFerentes : et hanc oblationem Ec- 
fK Ma sola puram offert fabricatori, offerens ei cum gratiarum 
actione ex creatura ejus. Judrei autem jam non offerunt : 
mnnus enim eorum sanguine plenae sunt : non enim receperunt 
am, per quod offl-rtur Deo. Sed neque omnes haereti- 
corum s Quomodo autem constabit cis, eum panem, 

in qu &gt; gratia? act a? sunt, corpus esse Domini sui, et caiicem 
saiiguinis cjus, si non ipsum fabricatoris mundi filium dicant, 
, verbuni i-jus ? Quomodo autem rursus dicunt carnem in 
corrupt iouein devenire, et non percipere vitam, quae a corpora 
Domini ft sanguine alitur ? Ergo ant sententiam mutent, aut 
abstineant ofterendo que praedicta sunt. Nostra autem con- 
sou:; ntentia KucliaristitE : etEucharistia rursus confinnat 

sententiam nostram. Offerimus enim ei quae sunt ejus, con- 
gnu-ntcr foiiniiuiiicationi-ni et uuitatem prrcdicantes carnis et 
Spiritus. (iiu-madnioduin enim qui est a terra panis, percipiens 
lionem Dfi, jam nnn commiiuis panis cst, sed Eucliaristia, 
f x duatxis relus constant, terrena et ea lesti : sic et corpora nostra, 
pcrcipientia Eucliaristiain, jam non suut corruptibilia, spem 

5 
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They are altogether vain, who despise the uni 
versal disposition of God and deny the salvation of 
the flesh and spurn its regeneration, saying, that it 
is not capable of incorruptibility. According, then, 
to these things, the Lord did not redeem its with his 
own bloed ; nor is the cup of the Eucharist the com 
munication of his blood ; nor is the bread, which we 
break, the communication of his body That cup, 
which is a creature, he confirmed his own body, from 
which he increases our bodies. When, therefore, the 
mixed cup and the broken bread receive the word of 
God, the Eucharist of the body and blood of Christ 
is made, from which the substance of our flesh is in 
creased and consists. How, then, do they deny, that 
the flesh is capable of the gift of God who is eternal 
life, since that flesh is nourished by the blood and 
body of Christ ? As the wood of the vine, deposited 
in the earth, fructifies in its own time ; and as a 
grain of wheat, falling into the earth and being 
dissolved, rises manifold through the Spirit of God, 
who contains all things that afterward (and the 
blood of Christ) come through wisdom in use to men : 
tJms likewise our bodies, being nourishedfrom it, and 
placed in the earth and dissolved in it, shall rise in 
their own time to the glory of God the Father, the 
word of God giving unto them resurrection l . 

resurrectionis habentia. Offerimus autem ei non quasi indigenti, 
sed gratias agentes donation! ejus, sanctificantes creaturam. 
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 34. p. 263, 264. 

Vani autem omnimodo, qui universam dispositionem Dei 
contemnunt, et carnis salutem negant, et regenerationem ejus 
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(5.) Tcrtullian flourished at the latter end of 
the- second century and at the beginning of the 
third. 

rrofewng, therefore, that he vehemently desired 
to eat the passover as Inn own (for it were unworthy 
that God should desire any thing not his own) ; by 
say ing, This in my body, that is The figure of my 
body, he made the bread his own body, when he had 
received it and distributed it to his disciples. But 
it could not have been a figure, -unless his body had 
been a true body: for an empty thing, such as a 
phantasm, cannot admit of a figure. Therefore, 
if he fashioned bread a body to himself, because he 
had not a true body : then he ought to deliver bread 
for us. It would well hare suited the folly of. Mar- 

spernunt, dicentes non earn capacem esse incorruptibilitatis. 
Sic autem, secundum haec videlicet, nee Dominus sanguine suo 
redemit nos ; neque calix Eucharistise communicatio *anguinis 
ejus ; neque panis, quern frangimus, communicatio corporis 
i jus Eum calicem, qui est creatura, suum corpus confirmavit : 
t-x quo nostra auget corpora. Quando ergo et mixtus calix et 
fractus panis pc-rcipit verbum Dei, fit Eucharistia sanguinis et 
corporis Christi, ex quibus augetur et consistit carnis nostrae 
substantia. Quomodo carnem negant capacem esse donationis 
Di/i, qui t-st vita aterna, qua; sanguine et corpore Christi 
nutritur ? Qunnadmodum lignum vitis, depositum in terra, suo 
1 ructificat tempore ; et granum tritici, decidens in terram et dis- 
solututn, multiplex surgit per spiritum Dei, qui continet omnia 
qua; delude per sapientiam in usum hominibus veniunt et 
sanguis Christi : sic et nostra corpor i nutrita et reposita 

in terrain et resoluta in ea, re.&gt;urgent in suo tempore, verbo Dei 
rerarrectkmem eis donante, in gloriam Dei Patris. Iren. adv. 
luer. lib. v. c. 1. p. 8] 
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cion, that bread should be crucified. But why does 
he call bread his body, and not rather a pumpkin ? 
Truly tee might well say, that Marcion had a pump 
kin rather than brains in his skull, since he is igno 
rant that bread was the ancient figure of the body 
of Christ Therefore the illuminator of the old pro 
phetic phraseology sufficiently declared, by calling 
bread his body, what he then intended bread to have 
signified l . 

He indeed, even to the present time, rejected, 
neither that water of the Creator by which he washes 
his own, nor the oil with which he anoints his own, 
nor the communion of honey and milk with which 
he suckles his own, nor the bread by which he re 
presents his own body ; needing, even in his own 
sacraments, the beggarly elements of the Creator 2 . 

Professus itaque se concupiscentia concupisse edere pascha 
ut suum (indignvim enim ut quid alienum concupisceret Deus), 
acceptum panem et distributum discipulis, corpus suum illud 
fecit, Hoc est corpus mcum dicendo, id cst, figura corporis mei. 
Figura autem non fuisset, nisi veritatis esset corpus. Cseterum 
vacua res, quod est phantasma, figuram capere non posset. 
Aut, si propterea panem corpus sibi finxit, quia corporis 
carebat veritate, ergo panem debuit tradere pro nobis. Faciebat 
ad vanitatem Marcionis, ut panis crucifigeretur. Cur autem 
panem corpus suum appellat, et non magis peponem, quern 
Marcion cordis loco habuit, non intelligens veterem fuisse istam 
figuram corporis Christi ? Itaque illuminator antiquitatum, 
quid tune voluerit significasse panem, satis declaravit, corpus 
suum vocans panem. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. iv. $ 60. 
Oper. p. 285. 

2 Ille quidem, usque nunc, nee aquam reprobavit Creatoris 
qua suos abluit, nee oleum quo suos unguit, nee mellis et lactis 
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Our flesh is fed with the body and blood of Christ, 
thai our soul also may be fattened from God 1 . 

The Jew laid hands upon Christ only once: but 
them dai/y insult his body 2 . 

Christ is our bread: because Christ is life, and 
bread is life. I, says he, am fJ/e bread of life : and, 
a little above ; The bread is the Word of the Iking 
God, :c/io descended from heaven : and, because his 
body in deemed of in the bread; This is my body. 
Therefore, in praying for our daily bread, we beg 
a perpetuity in Christ and an indivisibility from his 
body 3 . 

(6.) Origen flourished during the first half of the 
third century. 

socii tatt-m qua MIOS infantat, nee pant-in quo ipsum corpus 
siuim n-pi-.-tsi-ntat, etiam in sacramentis propriis cgens inendi- 
citatibus Creatoris. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. i. 9. Oper. 
p. 1JJ. 

1 Caro corporc ct sanguine Christi vescitur, ut et anima de 
Deo sairiiH tur. Tertull. de resurr. earn. ^ 6. Oper. p. 50. 

-riiu l Jmla-i Christo inanus intulerunt : isti quotidie cor 
pus c-jus lacessunt. Tertull. de idol. Oper. p. 731. 

J Christus enim panis noster est : quia vita, Christus ; et 
vita, panis. Ego .sum, inquit, panis vitce : et paulo supra ; 
Panis cst xcrnw Dei rivi, qui dcsccndit He ccclis : turn quod et 
corpus ejus in pane censetur ; Hoc est corpus mcum. Itaque, 
petendo panem quotidianum, perpetuitatem postulamus in 
Christo et iiulividuitatem a corpore ejus. Tertull. de orat. 
Oper. p. 790. 

Mr. BeriagtOD likewise citt-s a passage from Tertull. adv. 
Jud. Opt r. ]&gt;. 1:1. \25. for the purpose of shewing that the 
Eucharist u.o ihtnud a propitiatory sacrifice: but, as he liim- 
admits that Tertullian supposes Malachi to speak of the 
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Let Celsus, as ignorant of God, offer up his pla 
catory vozvs to demons : but we, pleasing the Creator 
of the universe, eat bread, which has been brought 
with thanksgiving and prayer for his gifts ; and 
which, on account of prayer, has become a certain 
body, holy itself, and sanctifying those who use it 
with a sound purpose 1 . 

(7.) Hippolytus was contemporary with Origen, 
having flourished during the earlier part of the 
third age. 

He has prepared his own table, the promised 
knowledge of the Holy Trinity, and moreover his 
honoured and unpolluted body and blood : which, in 
the mystical and divine table, are daily sacrificed for 
a memorial of that ever to be remembered and first 
table of tlie mystical divine supper Come, eat my 
bread, and drink the wine which I have mingled for 
you. His divine Jlesh and his honoured body he has 
given unto us, he says, to eat and drink for the re 
mission of sins 2 . 

pure sacrijices of the heart and not of the establishment of a real 
sacrificial offering ; the passage, by his own confession, is clearly 
quite irrelevant, and therefore may well be omitted. Faith of 
Cathol. p. 257. 

1 Ke X&lt;roc /J.v, we dyvoStv Qeoi , TO. jfapwr^fHa fadfinmv dirofii- 

**/ ( ^ \ \^ ~ V \\ 

oorit iip.e.iQ ce, TW rov TTUVTOQ c^fitovpyy evapeorouj-rec, ecu rove 
HIT Ev^apiaTiaQ KO.I fv^fjc; rfjc iiri TIHQ ^oQtiai TrpoirayojUtVouc 
aprove evdiopfi , trw/ia ytvopivovq ^tct riji v%t)v ayiov TL KO.I 
ayia^ov rovg ptrd vyiovg irpoQiatuq avrw ^wp.ivwf. Orig. 
cont, Cels. lib. viii. p. 399. 

1 Kot ifToifJia.ffa.TO Ti]v iavrfJQ rprnre^ay TIJV i-Kiyvwaiv rfj&lt;; 
TptdSos k areTrayytXXoyutV^v, KOI TO rip.iov Kal 
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(8.) Cyprian flourished about the middle of tin- 
third century. 

A more severe (Did ferocious combat is impending: 
to which, with muorntpted fait ft and stout valour, 
flu soldier x of Christ ought to prepare themselves ; 
considering, that they therefore daily drink the cup 
of Christ s blood, that themselves may be able to 
shed their blood for Christ . 

But now peace is necessary, not for the weak, but 
for the strong ; nor is communion to be given from 
us to the dead, but to the //ring : that we may not 
leave those, whom we excite and exhort to the battle, 
unarmed and naked ; but that we may fortify them 
with the protection of the blood and body of Christ*. 



UVTOV ffw/iza vat ui/m, airtp iv rrj fiv&lt;rru;ij Kai 6tt&lt;f rpcnrsZy K 



jf uct/yifc rpairt^rjQ TOV HVGTI.KOV diiov celirvov ^ 
(txiytri rot- ipuv ap-ov, Kal irttrf. oivov ov rtrpaca V^.~H TIIV Qtiav 
avrau fafHCa UU ~u rlfUDV O.VTOV ai/ia MMNCCf //J i) , &lt;^r]ffiv t icrQic.il&gt; 
KUI irivetv cif afyttriv a/japrtaJv. Hippol. in Prov. i\. 1. Oper. 
vol. i. p. 282. Hamburg. 1716. 

Christ IN lu re spoken of as the personal Wisdom : but, in my 
\iTsion, I have found it more convenient, at the beginning of 
tin- i&gt;:i^:i _[i-, to adopt the masculine form, instead of the femi 
nine form of the original. 

Gravior mine et ferocior pugna imminet, ad quam, fide 
incorrupta et virtute robusta, parare sc debent milites Christi ; 
considerantos, ideirco se quotidie calicem sangninis Christi 
bibero, ut jiossint et ipsi propter Christum sanguinem fundere. 
C yprian. Epist. Iviii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 120. 

*At vero mine, non iniirmis sed fortibus, pax necessaria est ; 

lur morifiitihus, sed viventibus, eommunicatio a nobis daitda 

ut, quos excitamus et hortamur ad prwlium, non inermes 
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When Christ says ; I am the true vine : the blood 
of Christ is not water, but wine. His blood, by 
which we are redeemed and vivified, cannot be seen 
in the cup, when wine, by which the blood of Christ 
is shewn, is wanting to the cup : for, by the sacra 
ment and testimony of all the Scriptures, that blood 
is declared to hare been poured forth l . 

Melchisedek was the priest of the most high God, 
because he offered bread and wine, and because he 
blessed Abraham. For who is more the priest of 
the Most High God than our Lord Jesus Christ : 
who offered a sacrifice to God the Father, and who 
offered the very same that Melchisedek had offered; 
that is, bread, and wine ; to wit, his own body and 
blood*? 

Returning from the altars of the devil, they ap 
proach the Lord s holy thing with hands sordid and 

et nudos relinquamus ; sed, protectione sanguinis et corporis 
Christi, muniamus. Cyprian. Epist. Ivii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 117. 

1 Cum dicat Christus ; Ego sum vitls vera : sanguis Christi 
non aqua est utique, sed vinum. Nee potest videri sanguis 
ejus, quo redemti et vivificati sumus, esse in calice, quando 
vinum desit calici : quo Christi sanguis ostenditur, qui scrip- 
turarum omnium sacramento ac testimonio effusus prsedicatur. 
Cyprian. Epist. Ixiii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 148. 

* Melchisedech sacerdos Dei summi fuit, quod panem et 
vinum obtulit, quod Abraham benedixit. Nam quis magis 
sacerdos Dei summi, quam Dominus noster Jesus Christus : 
qui sacrificium Deo patri obtulit, et obtulit hoc idem quod 
Melchisedech obtulerat ; id est, Panem et vinum ; suum, 
scilicet, corpus et sanguinem ? Cyprian. Epist. Ixiii. Oper. vol. 
ii. p. 149. 
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infected with t lie odour of pa gnu sacrifices. 

niifh belching forth (lie deadly food of idols, with 

I even still exhaling their wickedness ami redo 
lent of the funeral contagion, they inrade the body 
of the Lord Whosoever shall cat the bread or drink 
the cup of the Lord unworthily, he shall he guilty of 
the Lord s body and blood. Yet, all such denun 
ciations as these being despised and contemned, to 
his body and blood violence is offered: and thus 
they sin against the Lord with their hands and their 
month, even more than when they denied the Lord l . 

Christ is the bread of life : and this is not the 
bread of all ; but it is our bread. And, as we say 
Our Father ; because he is the Father of those who 
understand and believe : so we call the bread our 
bread ; because Christ is the bread of us, who touch 
his body. We daily pray, that this bread may be 
given to us : lest we, who are in Christ, and who 
daily receive the Eucharist for the food of salvation, 
should be separated from the body of Christ, through 
the intervention of some heavy ojfence, while being 
absent and not communicating we are prohibited 

1 A diaboli aris ; aU-s, ad sanctum Domini sordidis ft 

infcctis nklore maaihus accedunt. Mortiferos idolorum cibos 
adluii- pone ructantes, cxhalantihus ttiam mine scelus suuni 
laucibu- .uta-ria tuiK&gt;ta ivdok-mibus, Domini corpus in- 

vadunt Quicunrjuc cdcril ant Libert t calicciti Domini in- 

ne, reus crit carports i iiiis Domini. Sprctis his om 

nibus atquu contt-mtis, vis inli-rtur corpori cji ui^uini : 

et plus modo in Dominum manibus aKjuo oro (K-liiKjuunt, 
quam cum Dominum m Lj.i\L-runt. Cyprian, de laps. Op.r. 
vol. i. p. 128. 
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from the heavenly bread. He himself has admonished 
us: I am the bread of life, which came down from 
heaven. If any one sliall eat of my bread, he shall 
live for ever. But the bread, which I shall give 
for the life of the world, is myjlesh. Since, there 
fore, It* says, that whosoever shall eat of his bread 
shall live for ever : as it is manifest, that those live 
who touch his body and who receive the Eucharist by 
the right of communion ; so, on the contrary, we 
must fear and pray, lest, while any one is separated 
from the body of Christ, he should remain at a dis 
tance from salvation l . 

When the Lord calls the bread his body, which 
bread is formed from the union of many grains ; he 
indicates, that our people, whom he carried, is united: 
and, when lie calls the wine his blood, wliicli wine is 

1 Panis vitae Christus est : et panis hie omnium non est, sed 
noster est. Et, quomodo dicimus, Pater nostcr ; quia intelli- 
gentium et credentium pater est : sic et panem nostrum voca- 
mus ; quia Christus noster (qui corpus ejus contingimus) panis 
est. Hunc autem panem dari nobis quotidie postulamus : ne, 
qui in Christo sumus et Eucharistiam quotidie ad cibum salutis 
accipimus, intercedente aliquo graviore delicto, dum abstenti 
et non communicantes a ccelesti pane prohibemur, a Christi 
corpore separemur ; ipso praedicante et monente : Ego sum 
2&gt;anis mice qui de ccelo dcsccndi. Si quis cderlt de meo pane, 
vivet in ceternum. Panis autem, quern ego dcdero, caro mca est, 
pro secidi vita. Quando ergo dicit in aeternum vivere, si quis 
ederit de ejus pane ; ut manifestum est, eos vivere, qui corpus 
ejus attingunt et Eucharistiam jure communicationis accipiunt : 
ita contra timendum est et orandum, ne, dum quis abstentus 
separatur a Christi corpore, procul revnaneat a salute. Cyprian, 
de orat. domin. Oper. vol. i. p. 146, 147- 
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expressed out of many grape* ami collected into one ; 
hi- .signifies our flock joined together by the com- 
million af an united multitude ! . 

(9.) Firmilian of Cesarea in Cappadocia was the 
contemporary and correspondent of Cyprian. 

II me great an offence hit, either of those who 
are admitted, or of those who admit, that, without 
washing away their filth through the /aver of the 
Church and without confessing their sins, they 
should rashly, by an usurped communion, touch the 
hod if and blood of the Lord ; when it is written : 
ir/iosoi i tr shall eat the bread or drink the cup of the 
Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the Lords body 
find blood . 

(10.) Out of these nine writers, and indeed out 
of any of the writers of the three first centuries, 
two only can be produced, Tertullian and Cyprian, 
who even seem to give any countenance to the 

1 Quando Dominus corpus sniim panem vocat, cle multorum 
norum adunatione congestum ; populum nostrum, quern 
portabat, indicat ndunatum : ct, quando sangitincm suum vinum 
appellat, de hotris atque acinis plurimis cxpressum atque in 
iinum coactuni ; rregem item nostrum significat, commixtione 
adunaue multitudinis copulatum. Cyprian. Epist. Ixix. Oper. 
vol. ii. j). 182. 

eriiin quaU- di-lictum i-st, vi-1 illonim qui admittuntur, 
vi-1 eorum qui admittunt ; ut, noil ablutis per K(.-cU-sia&gt; lava- 
cruiu M&gt;rdi!)us iin- p&lt; \po&gt;iti&lt;. usurpata ti-nu-re comnui- 

nic-ationc continijiiaiit corpus uim-m Domini; cum scrip- 

tuni sit : Qui, iinr/ni- uU rit j ancm (tut Inherit cdlircm Domini in- 

Domini. l- irmil. Epist. 
ad C\prian. in ()pi-r. Cyprian, rpist. 1\\\. vol. ii. p. 2 

I 
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doctrine, that the Eucharist is a propitiatory sa 
crifice for the dead. 

We annually make oblations for the dead, for 
their nativities \ 

Let her pray for his soul : and let her, meanwhile, 
beg for linn refreshment and a participation in the 
first resurrection: and let her offer on the anni 
versaries of his dormit /ou 2 . 

And now repeat with God, for whose spirit you 
pray, for whom you make annual oblations 3 . 

Since Victor, contrary to the form lately given in 
Council from the priest, dared to appoint the pres 
byter Fa list hi its guardian of his children : it is not 
fitting, that any oblation should be made among you 
for his dormition, or that any prayer in his name 
should be repeated in the church*. 

We always, as you remember, offer up sacrifices 
for them, as often as we celebrate the passiont 

1 Oblationes pro defunctis, pro natalitiis, annua die facimus. 
Tertull. de coron. milit. 3. Oper. p. 449. 

Pro anima ejus oret ; et refrigerium interim adpostulet ei 
et in prima resurrectione consortium ; et offerat annuis diebus 
dormitionis ejus. Tertull. de monogam. 10. Oper. p. 578. 

3 Et jam repete apud Deum, pro cujus spiritu postules, pro 
qua oblationes annuas reddas. Tertull. exhort, ad castit. Oper. 
p. .564. 

4 Ideo Victor cum, contra formam nuper in Concilio a sacer- 
dotibus datam, Geminium Faustinum presbyterum ausus sit 
tutorem constituere : non est, quod pro dormitione ejus apud 
vos fiat oblatio, aut deprecatio aliqua nomine ejus in ecclesia 
frequentetur. Cyprian. Epist. i. Oper. vol. ii. p. 3. 
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(Did days of the martyrs by an amiircr.fffry comme 
moration . 

II. Tliis is tlie case, made out from Scripture 
and from the writers of the three first centuries by 
the Bishop of Strasbourg and Mr. Berington, in 
favour of the decision of the Council of Trent re 
lative to the doctrine of the Eucharist : a decision, 
professedly built upon the authority of Christ and 
his Apostles, and professedly purporting to set 
forth the universally received doctrine of the 
primitive Church from the very beginning 2 . 

Hence, after duly perusing the case, the cautious 
inquirer must consider, how far it substantiates 
tlie alleged FACT: that The doctrine of the Eit- 
c/iurisf, c/.v inculcated by the Council of Trent, 
is the identical doctrine which was received by the 
printitire Church from Christ and his Apostles 3 . 

rilid;i pro eis semper, ut mevninistis, offerimus, quoties 
vnartyrum passiones et dies anniversaria commemoratione cele- 
hrannis. Cyprian. Epist. xxxix. Oper. vol. ii. p. 77. 

The p;i In re given, are adduced by Mr. Berington 

in I lie Faith of Cathol. p. l!&gt;5 203, 254260, 354, and 
by the Bishop of Strasbourg in Discuss. Ainic. vol. ii. 
p. 7083. 

It is a matter of deep and awful importance, that, if the 
doctrine of TraiiMibstantiation be false, the practical result i&gt; : 
that the Roman Church, when she inculcates the duty of wor 
shipping t i crated i-lements with the same adoration as 
that which is paid to the Deity, mo^t indisputably inculcates an 
act of gross idolatry. 

This very plain matter has indeed been acknowledged, in 
the fullest term-., l.y Cardinal Fisher, Bishop of Ro. 

Niilli dubiin ^i nihil in Eucharistia pr.-rter pa- 

I 2 
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III. Let us begin with a careful examination of 
the evidence produced from Scripture. 

1. In prosecuting this examination, our atten 
tion will naturally be first directed to the several 
texts themselves. 

(1.) That, for the purpose of establishing the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation, latin theologians 
should ever have adduced the language of our 
Lord at Capernaum as recorded by St. John, may 
well astonish any person, who has perused the 
entire discourse l . 

When Christ declared the necessity of eating 
the flesh of the son of man and of drinking his 
blood, both the Jewish auditors at large and the 
disciples in particular, understanding his words 
after the literal manner in which the Romanists 
now contend that they ought to be understood, 
were grievously offended at the assurance, that he 
would give them his flesh to eat. 

nem sit, quin tota Ecclesia, jam per xv annos centenaries, ido- 
lolatra fuerit ; ac/proinde, quotquot ante nos hoc Sacramentum 
adoraverunt, omnes ad unum esse damnatos : nam creaturam 
panis adoraverint Creatoris loco. Fisher. Roffens. cont. 
CEcolamp. Oper. p. 760. Wirceburg. 1597. 

Of course, the learned Cardinal, in this passage, asserts, 
what few sober examiners of antiquity will be disposed to 
grant ; that the Church, from the very beginning, adored the 
Eucharist : but his statement, that the worship of the conse 
crated elements is idolatry if the doctrine of Transubstantiation 
be false, is, as he justly remarks, indubitable. 

1 John vi. 2663. 
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Upon this, our Lord hastened to correct their 
mistake, by assuring them : that his declaration 
was to be. understood, not carnally or literally, but 
spiritually or figuratively. 

// is the spirit, that quickeneth : the JlesJi pro- 
fiteth ?tnt/iitii&gt;\ The zconh, that I speak unto you, 
arc spirit and arc fife . 

Though, doubtless, plain common sense requires 
that Christ s explanation of his own phraseology 
should be thus interpreted : yet, to a Romanist, 
it may be important to know, that this view of the 
explanation is no way peculiar to modern divines 
of the Hetbrmed Churches, as if it had been 

/if/// taken up merely to serve a turn in con 
troversy. Long before the eventful period of 
the sixteenth century, our Lord s explanation was 
understood, precisely as we Anglicans now under 
stand it, by those two great divines, the one of the 
Latin and the other of the Greek Church, Augus 
tine and Athanasius 2 . 

For reasons best known to himself, Mr. Bering- 
ton, when citing the words of Christ for the pur 
pose of establishing the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation, has thought it expedient to suppress 
Christ s own explanation of his own words : an 
explanation elicited by the circumstance, that those 

1 John vi. 

AogtMt Knarr. in P-aliu. xiviii. ()p&lt; r. % o ). viii. p. ;J97. 
Atlian. in ilhul K\;m-_r. Quinmqiii- ilixerit vrrlmm rnntra fi- 
limn h&lt;. minis. &lt;)p,. r . vol. i. ]&gt;. 771, 77:,\ See tlu-M- ], 
(juotcd at lar-^e below, book ii. r. ; i. J. G. 
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words were by his auditors understood literally \ 
The whole discourse, w r hen fairly produced, ex 
planation as well as antecedent phraseology, so far 
from being evidence in favour of Transubstantia- 
tion, affords a strong and decisive testimony against 
that doctrine. 

(2.) With respect to the several texts which 
narrate the institution of the holy Eucharist, the 
grave adduction of them by the latin divines, for 
the avowed purpose of script uralhj establishing the 
dogma of Transubstantiation, is such a palpable 
begging of the question, that one cannot but 
marvel how the glaring paralogism should have 
escaped even their own attention. 

The matter in debate is not what our Lord said, 
but what our Lord meant. We all know him to 
have used the words : This is my body, and This is 
my blood. On that point, there is no dispute. The 

1 See above, book i. c. 4. ^ I. 1. (1.) I have given the pas 
sage, exactly as cited by Mr. Berington (Faith of Cathol. p. 
1 93) : because my sole business was to lay before the reader 
the scriptural evidence for transubstantiatioii, as adduced by 
the latin divines themselves. Mr. Berington dedicates his 
work to the Catholics of the United Kingdom, as a monument 
of the antiquity and perpetuity of their faith. Now the Roman 
Catholics, as a body, are reputed to be not quite so familiarly 
acquainted with the forbidden fruit of Scripture, as we more 
daring Anglican-Catholics. Hence, for their benefit and in 
formation, if Mr. Berington quoted the remarkable words of 
Christ as recorded by St. John, he ought not, in common 
equity, to have suppressed Christ s own explanation of his 
own words. 
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dispute respects, not the employments but the im 
port, of the \vonls. Hence, plainly, the mere 
adduction of words, the very import of \vhich is 
the matter in litigation, can never establish a doc 
trine, which rests entirely upon a gratuitous and 
disputed interpretation of the words themselves . 

Uut the \vords, even as they stand, so far from 
favouring, are absolutely fatal to, the tridentine 
account of the Eucharist. Whether they be 
understood literally or whether they be explained 
figuratively, they, at all events,, as they themselves 
by their very construction testify, respect the 
body and blood of Christ, as broken or as gircn, as 
shed or as poured out. This, however, is incom 
patible with the tridentine doctrine : which assures 
us, that the consecrated elements are transub 
stantiated into the complete and living Saviour as 
he mire exists; namely, into the Saviour with 
unbroken body and with uneffused blood eternally 
united to his human soul and to his essential 
divinity. 

Nor is this the only difficulty, inherent in the 

1 In consequence of an appeal to tin- throne, one of our eng- 
li&gt;h martyrs wa^ brought personally before that redoubtable 
divine Kin-.; Henry of theological memory. The royal lo- 
MI settled the debate with still irreau r rapidity than either 
Dr. Trrvern or Mr. Herin^ r ton. ///. fcllnir . doth not Christ 
. I ii&lt;* if -HI/ lioift/, (nnl 1 h is is itnj lilmul / Doubt- 
he doth : but tins, saving his grace s presence, was not 
&gt;ely the point under litigation. The martyr could suffer : 
but he could not ar^ue \\ith the master of twenty 
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words or in their immediate context. The wine, 
even after consecration and when (according to the 
Tridentine Council) its whole substance has been 
changed into the substance of human blood l , our 
Lord still continues to denominate This produce 
of the. vine 2 : and the bread, even after conse 
cration and when (likewise according to the Tri 
dentine Council) its whole substance has been 
changed into the substance of human flesh 3 , his 
Apostle Paul, in strict harmony with the language 
of his divine Master, still continues to denominate 
This bread 4 . Hence, if we may believe the plain 
words of Christ and of Paul rather than the de 
cision of the Council of Trent, the bread and wine, 
even after consecration, are still, in point of sub 
stance, actual bread and wine. 

So again : if the words, This is my body and 
This is my blood, must of necessity be understood 
literally : then, analogously, the words, This cup 
is the new testament in my blood, as the form is 
somewhat differently given by St. Luke, must of 
necessity be understood literally also . The triden- 
tine interpretation, therefore, if consistently pur 
sued, will finally bring out the extraordinary re- 

1 Conversionem fieri totius substantial vini in substantiam 
sanguinis ejus. 

Tourov TOV yevvi jf.iaTOQ rijg afnreXov. Matt. xxvi. 29. 
5 Conversionem fieri totius substantiae panis in substantiam 
corporis Christi. 

Tor aproi TOVTOV. 1 Corinth, xi. 26. 
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suit, that The entire substanw of the cup is con- 
re r ted into tlie sulistance of the nerc testament . 

(3.) As the argumentative adduction of our 
Lord s institiftive words is thus plainly nothing 
better than a mere begging of the question : so 
the citation of St. Paul s phraseology, as addressed 
to the Corinthians, is but another glaring speci 
men of this very frequent, though very unjusti 
fiable, latin practice. Doubtless the cup of bless 
ing is the communion of Christ s blood ; and the 
broken bread is the communion of Christ s body : 
but to adduce such language, as any proof of the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation, is to assume, that 
St. Paul designed to employ it transubstantiatively ; 
the very point, if I mistake not, which ought to 
have been itself anteriorly demonstrated 2 . 

(4.) Two passages, the one from the Old, the 
other from the New, Testament, have been ad 
duced for the purpose of shewing, that the Eucha 
rist is a sacrifice 8 . 

Respecting these passages, it must be observed, 
that, so far as the decision of the Council of Trent 
is concerned, the Romanists stand pledged to de 
monstrate from Scripture, not that the Eucharist 
is a sacrifice simply, but that the Eucharist is a 
PIACTLAK sacrifice special///. 

1 In tridrntinc l.-itin, nitalis mutandis, the result will run as 
loll rsioncin Jicri tolius substantive calicis in substan- 

dam H .ri ftrdcris. 

1 Corinth, x. 16. 

Mr.larh. i. 10. 11. 1Kb. xiii. 1012. 
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Now such demonstration has been afforded by 
neither of the passages which have been adduced. 

When St. Paul tells us, that we have an altar 
whereof the unconverted Jews have no right to 
eat, he refers not to the Eucharist, except so far 
as the* Eucharist is commemorative, but to the 
sacrifice of Christ himself without the gate upon 
the altar of the cross, and to our spiritual par 
ticipation of the benefits of that sacrifice. The 
text, therefore, shews indeed, that the sacrifice 
of Christ upon the cross is a propitiatory sacrifice ; 
because it manifestly alludes to the typical pro 
pitiatory sacrifices under the Law, as being sacri 
fices of the same specific nature or quality : but it 
affords not the slightest proof, that the professedly 
commemorative ordinance of the Eucharist is a 
sacrifice of that description or indeed a sacrifice of 
any description. In the abstract, the eucharist 
may or may not be a sacrifice : but this text proves 
nothing whatsoever as to its precise nature. 

With regard to the other passage adduced from 
Malachi, it possibly may, or it possibly may not, 
refer to the celebration of the Eucharist. Ireneus 
and Justin Martyr understand it, as bearing this 
reference l : Tertullian, on the contrary, as Mr. 
Berington himself allows, interprets it as relating, 
to the pure sacrifices of the heart, not to the es 
tablishment of any literal or material sacrificial 
oblation 2 . 

1 See above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (3.) (4.) 
a Spiritalia vero sacrificia, de quibus praedictum est : et, 

5 
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These two opinions are perfectly reconcilable : 
and, in truth, they mutually explain each other. 
The sacrifices, predicted by Malachi, are clearly 
tlie spiritual sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving. 
Among these, the liturgical celebration of the Eu 
charist, as the- very name Eucharist implies, stands 
preeminent : and I am not aware, that even the 
most y.ealous antitransubstantialist would ever 
dream of denying to the devout celebration of the 
Eucharist the character of a spiritual sacrifice of 
thanksgiving; though, neither from the name nor 
from the scriptural account of it, can lie derive 
any evidence, in proof of the material eucharistic 
elements thi insch es becoming, after their conse 
cration, either a literal sacrifice of thanksgiving 
or a propitiatory sacrifice both for the quick and 
for the dead. 

I nder the aspect, then, of a due celebration of 
the Eucharist being the preeminent Christian spi- 

sicut .supra dicit, Noil cst mihi voluntas in robis, dicit Dominus. 
Sacrtfcia &gt;ton acciptttm &lt;lc manibus icslris : quoniam, ab orlente 
ix ltie in (H-c nlenlem, nomen nicuni chirifcutum cut in omni 
bus genttbut t (licit DOIH IHHS. De spiritnlil&gt;\is \vro sacrificiis 
addlt, diceni : l- .t in om/ti loco sacrijie ni inundu afferent iir n- mini 

tins. TWtull. adv. Jiul. Opcr. p. 1 

//&lt; jnni loco sai rijichun tiomini ineo offertur, et sacrificium 
dum : gloriae si-ilici-t n-hitio, ft bcncdictio, t&gt;t laus, et 
hynini. Ti-rtnll. adv. Marc-ion, lib. iii. ; , I 5. OJKT. p. 212. 

In i&gt;mm loco sacrijkium ix.mine mco offerctitr, ct sacrijicium 
mundinn : srilit-i-t simplex oratio di- CdiiM-iuitia pura. Tertull. 
adv. M.irt idn. lib. iv. 2. Oprr. p. ^;23. 

Ir. lUriucrt. ,\- iTi-dityl)lf acknowledgment] see 

1 .ill ofCathol. p. 2.17. 
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ritual sacrifice of thanksgiving, and most clearly 
under no other aspect, Justin and Ireneus, as their 
own language most abundantly testifies, under 
stand the passage in Malachi to relate to the sa 
crament of the Lord s Supper : and, accordingly, 
by a mere extension of the same principle of ex 
position, Tertullian views it as referring to every 
spiritual sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving. That 
such is the mode, in which Justin and Ireneus 
apply the passage to the commemorative celebra 
tion of the Eucharist, is, indeed, palpably evident 
from their own express words. Justin tells us, 
that prayers and thanksgivings, offered up by the 
worthy, are the only sacrifices acceptable to God: 
and he very remarkably adds, that Christians have 
been taught to offer these ALONE in the commemora 
tive celebration of the Eucharist l . Ireneus sup 
poses, that the outward sign or expression of this 
spiritual sacrifice of thanksgiving was the oblation 
of the bread and wine upon the table, antecedently 
to their consecration, under the aspect of a mate 
rial eucharistic oblation to God of the first fruits 
of his creatures 2 . 

Thus, most evidently, neither of the two pas 
sages, adduced by Mr. Berington, tend in the 
slightest degree to shew : that the sacrament of 
the Eucharist is represented in Scripture, as a 
piacular sacrifice perpetually devoted by the priest 

1 Tavra yap MONA. See above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (3.) 

2 See above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (4.) 
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for the purpose of making an atonement both for 
the quick and for the de-ad. 

J. I laving now considered the texts alleged by 
Mr. Berington and the Bishop of Strasbourg, I 
may be permitted yet additionally to make an ob 
servation; though, in the making of it, I shall pro 
bably have been anticipated by the intelligent 
reader of Holy Scripture. 

According to the tacit confession of those two 
divines themselves, as sufficiently exemplified in 
their total omission of even any attempt at proof 
from the Bible, the word of God is wholly silent 
respecting all the following very important parti 
culars : both respecting a conversion of the entire 
substance of the bread and wine into the sub 
stance of the body and blood of Christ ; respecting 
the elements being physically, by consecration, 
transmuted into the entire Christ, as consisting of 
flesh and blood and human soul and essential 
divinity ; respecting each separate particle and 
drop of each element being severally and com 
pletely the entire Christ; respecting the payment 
of divine adoration to the elements when con 
secrated, under the aspect of such elements being, 
jointly and severally and dividedly, nothing less 
than the present Deity; and respecting the Eu 
charist being a real propitiatory sacrifice both for 
the quick and for the dead. 

On ALL these points, dogmatically laid down by 
the Council of Trent, and dutifullyreceived by every 
honest Romanist as undoubted articles of faith, we 
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have a tacit acknowledgment, an acknowledg 
ment, however, which speaks volumes, that the 
Bible Itself is profoundly silent. 

Let the points, in the abstract, be true ; or let 
them be false : from whatever quarter they may 
have been learned by the tridentine theologians, 
assuredly and confessedly they have not been 
learned from Scripture. 

3. It may not be altogether useless to state, 
that, in the substance at least of the preceding- 
remark, no member of a Reformed Church can 
claim the praise of novel originality : the most 
able of the latin divines have themselves freely ad 
vanced the self-same ominous observation. 

The great schoolmen Johannes Scotus, Biel, 
Occam, Peter ab Alliaco Cardinal Archbishop of 
Cambray, Cardinal Cajetan, and Cardinal Fisher 
Bishop of Rochester, have all fairly confessed: 
that The doctrine of Transubstantiation is incapa 
ble of proof from Scripture ; that The doctrine of 
the substantial remanence of the bread and wine is 
less repugnant to Scripture, than the doctrine of 
their substantial conversion into the body and blood 
of Christ ; and, consequently, that The doctrine 
of Transubstantiation cannot be demonstrated from 
the institutive words of Christ, unless to such words 
the authoritative declaration of the Roman Church 
be superadded *. 

1 Non exstat locus ullus Scriptime tarn expressus, ut, sine 
Ecclesiae declaratione, evidenter cogat Transubstantiationem 
admittere. Johan. Scot, in 4 sent. dist. xi. q. 3. 
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With these divines, Cardinal Bellarmine, at 
least nearly, agrees: for he says, that, although 
he thinks IK- can tcripturatty prove the doctrine 
to a not refractory person like himself; yet it may 
va-11 be doubted, whether any such proof can 
really he accomplished, since men the most learn 
ed and acute, among whom Scotus stands out 
preeminent, are of a contrary opinion . 

Neutiquavn invenitur in Canone Bibliorum. Biel. in Can. 
Miss. lect. 40. 

Substantial!! panis manere, rationabilius et facilius est ad tc- 
nendum : imo minoribus incommodis obnoxium cst ; et Sacris 
Scripturis minus rcpugnat. Occam. Centil. lib. iv. q. 6. et in 
4 sent. dist. xi. q. G. 

Transubstantiatio non potest probari ex Sacris Literis. 
Petr. ab All. Camerac. in 4 sent. dist. xi. q. 6. art. 1, 2. 

Non apparet ex Evangelic coactivum aliquod ad intelligen- 
dum ha?c verba proprie, nempe, Hoc est corpus mcum : imo 
prarsentia ilia in sacramento, quam tenet Ecclesia, ex his ver- 
bis Cbristi non potest demonstrari, nisi etiam accesserit Eccle- 
siae declaratio. Cajet. in Th. p. 3. q. Ixxv. art. 1. Ibid. q. 
xlv. art. 14. 

Nullum in Scriptvira verbum positiun est, quo probetur in 
Mis&gt;;i lianc Mibstantia? transmntationem fieri. Fish. Roftens. 
Lib. cont. Luther, de capt. Babylon, c. 1 . 

For these citations I am indebted to Bishop Cosin. See 
Cosin. Hist. Traiisul). Papal, c. v. III. p. 54, 55. It might 
seem, from the judgment of these great latin divines, that Dr. 
- ern and Mr. Berington have grievously \vnsted their va 
luable time in their confessedly booties^ attempt to establish 
Transuhstantiaticm from the Bible. 717 that doctrine is 

to be found, at all events it is quite lost labour to seek it in 
God s nritti-n n-&lt;ir&lt;l. So, at least, we are assured by no fewer 
than six grave roman theologians. 

Quam\:s Seripturam adduxerim, qiue mihi satis elara ad 
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On such remarkable concessions, not indeed 
remarkable in themselves, but certainly remark 
able in regard to the quarter whence they come, 
our own Bishop Cosin well observes : that Pro 
testants ask nothing more, than a permission to 
agree in sentiment with these most learned and most 
acute men of the Roman Communion \ 

IV. Quitting Scripture, then, in despair, whence 
confessedly the doctrine of Transubstantiation is 
incapable of being demonstrated ; we now come 
to the evidence, adduced from the Fathers of the 
three first centuries for the purpose of establish 
ing the alleged FACT : that The primitive Church, 
from the very beginning, entertained the self-same 
opinions respecting the Eucharist, as those which 
by the Council of Trent have since been authorlta- 
1 1 rely promulgated 2 . 

In perusing this evidence, the cautious inquirer 



probandam Transubstantiationem videatur homini non proter- 
vo : tamen, an ita sit, merito dubitari potest, quum homines 
doctissimi atque acutissimi, qualis cum primis Scotus fait, con- 
trarium sentiant. Bellarm. de Euchar. lib. iii. c. 23. apud 
Cosin. Ibid. p. 55. 

1 Cosin. Ibid. p. 55. 

2 I do not mean to say, that Dr. Trevern and Mr. Bering- 
ton have pledged themselves, totidem verbis, to establish this 
alleged fact : but I conclude, that such must be their purpose ; 
for, otherwise, they do nothing. If, however, they wish to 
avoid making themselves responsible for any particular por 
tions of the tridentine definition ; they have my full consent : 
only, in that case, they of course give up the doctrinal infalli 
bility of Ecumenical Councils ratified by the Pope. 
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is immediately struck with the circumstance, that, 
i -expecting the following points, the witnesses ad 
duced are completely silent : both respecting any 
conversion of the entire substance of the elements, 
jointly and severally, into the entire living Christ, 
viewed under the aspect of the essential Deity 
and a human soul united to material flesh and 
blood ; respecting any conversion of each separate 
particle and each separate drop of the elements 
into the entire Christ ; and respecting any adora 
tion paid to the elements after consecration, on 
the avowed ground, that those elements, jointly 
and severally, unitedly and distributedly, have 
now become the Supreme Being himself. These 
various matters are, indeed, defined by the Coun 
cil of Trent, with abundant distinctness. But we 
read nothing of them, either in Scripture, or in 
the writings of the primitive Church : and the 
Tridentine Synod, when unsupported by the voice 
of Antiquity biblical and ecclesiastical, comes too 
late, even though papally ratified, by about some 
fifteen centuries. 

Tin. 1 early Fathers, then, being altogether silent 
respecting such matters, we have merely to ex 
amine, according to the evidence produced by Mr. 
lierington and the Bishop of Strasbourg : whe 
ther the witnesses of the three first centuries will 
vouch for the simp/? doctrine of Transubstantia- 
tion as less curiously laid down in the year 1215 
by the fourth Council of Lateran, that is to say, 
for the doctrine of the s miple conversion of the 
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substance of the elements into the substance of 
the body and blood of Christ ; and whether they 
will yet additionally vouch for the doctrine, that 
the sacrament of the Eucharist is a propitiatory 
sacrifice daily offered up by the priest both for 
the qukk and for the dead. 

1. That the witnesses of the three first centu 
ries, cited by Dr. Trevern and Mr. Bering-ton, 
repeatedly assert the consecrated bread and wine 
to be the body and blood of Christ, is undeniable : 
but, in using such language, they, in truth, say 
nothing more than what Christ himself had said 

o 

before them. 

To bring forward, therefore, specimens of such 
phraseology, by way of demonstrating the tran- 
substantialisation of the primitive Church, is pre 
cisely the same begging of the question, as the 
adduction of Christ s own words for the same pur 
pose. 

What the Romish doctors ought to have shewn, 
would they argue at all relevantly, is not what 
the early Fathers say, but what the early Fathers 
mean : and it is obvious, that the bare production 
of their unexplained phraseology can never sub 
stantiate the alleged FACT ; that The primitive 
Church, from the very beginning, held the doctrine 
of Transubstantiation. 

Like the language of our Lord himself, which 
language in reality they simply adopt, their lan 
guage, in the abstract, may be understood either 
literally or figuratively : and, before it was ad- 
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duced in evidence, Dr. Trevern and Mr. Bering- 
ton ought to have demonstrated, through the 
medium of some distinct proof, that it cannot be 
understood figuratively, and that it must be under 
stood literally. This, however, they have not 
done : and, even if they had effected it, still they 
would not have established the point to be esta 
blished. If we suppose it proved, that the lan 
guage of the early writers ought doubtless to be 
understood literally : it will still, so far as that 
language is concerned, remain uncertain, whether 
they inculcate the genuine doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation, or whether they content themselves 
with asserting the now reputed semi-heretical 
doctrine of Consubstantiation. Hence, after ad 
ducing the passages before us, our two latin divines, 
for the purpose of making them really effective, 
ought to have gone on to demonstrate : first, that 
they are to be understood, not figuratively, but 
literally ; and, secondly, that they teach, not the 
doctrine of Consubstantiation, but the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation. 

(1.) It appears to me, that the only two pas- 

jes, which, even in the slightest degree, can be 

deemed available to the latin advocates, are the 

first-cited passage from Ignatius and the first-cited 

passage from Justin Martyr 1 . 

Ignatius states, that the Doceta? abstained from 
the Kucharist, because they confessed not that it 
is the flesh of our Saviour Jesus Christ. 

. book i. cli.-tp. 4. I. 2. (&gt;.) &gt; 
K 2 
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Hence, I suppose, it is argued : that, since 
they abstained from the Eucharist on this avowed 
ground, which was the necessary result of their 
fantastical theology ; it must have been the doc 
trine of the primitive Church, that the consecrated 
bread and wine are literally the body and blood 
of the Redeemer. 

But, if this be the argument intended to be 
built upon the passage (and I am unable to guess 
what other can be intended ) : nothing can be 
more weak and inconclusive. Whether the words 
of consecration be understood literally or figura 
tively, the principles of the Docetae would, in 
either case, equally lead to the same line of con 
duct. If these early speculatists denied the ac 
tual existence of Christ s body and blood ; which 
was the strange notion they had adopted : it were, 
in them, plainly alike absurd to partake of the Eu 
charist ; whether it was proposed to them, as 
being literally the identical substance of which 
they denied the existence ; or whether it was held 
forth to them, as being only the symbolical repre 
sentation of that same controverted substance. 
In either case, a participation of the Eucharist 
would have been a practical abandonment of their 
avowed sentiments. The passage, therefore, is 

The Bishop and Mr. Berington content themselves with 
simply citing the passage : they do not teach us, how we are 
to learn from it the doctrine of Transubstantiation. I am re 
duced, therefore, to the necessity of conjecturing, v- hat may 
possibly have been their tacitly intended line of argument. 
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quite unavailing as to any establishment of the 
alleged FACT, that the primitive Church held the 
doctrine of Tronsubstantiation . 

Justin, on a hasty inspection of his phraseology, 
might seem to intimate : that, as Christ himself 
was, at his incarnation, literally made flesh and 
blood ; so, in the Eucharist, we literally partake 
of that identical flesh and blood which Christ as 
sumed. 

But hasty indeed must be the perusal, which 
brings out such a result. 

AVhen attentively considered, the whole drift 
of the passage shew-s, that no antithetical compa 
rison, favourable to the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation, was ever intended. Justin merely states: 
that, as the incarnation of Christ is an undoubted 
scriptural doctrine ; so likewise it is an equally 
scriptural doctrine, that the consecrated elements 
are the fexh and blood of Christ. The compari 
son lies, between the two facts of two equally 
certain revelations, not between two equally lite 
ral interpretations of two verbally revealed doc 
trines. 



1 It is worthy of note, that exactly the same line of argument 
is adopted l&gt;y Tertullian against Marcion and his phantasiastic 
brethren, at the very time when Tertullian himself is stating 
that the bread is a figure or primevally received allegorical 
form of Christ s body. Clearly, the argument, in the mouth of 
Ignatius or Tertullian, is erjuftl y cogent against the Docetae, 
whether \ve admit or reject the doctrine of Transubstantiation. 
See above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (5.) 
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Justin s expression, We have been taught l , re 
fers us at once to the institutive words of Christ : 
and, that he did not understand those words ac 
cording to the explication of the Council of Trent, 
is abundantly plain from his own language. The 
Tridentine Fathers, as they are very properly un 
derstood by Mr. Berington and his brethren, de 
termine : that The body and blood of Christ, as 
existing transubstantiatively in the Eucharist, are 
not exposed to the external senses NOR OBNOXIOUS 

TO CORPORAL CONTINGENCES 2 . Hence, of COUl SC, 

though eaten and drunk in the holy sacrament, 
they are never digested, never contribute to the 
gross material nourishment of the human frame, 
never pass away after the mode in which all other 
food passes away. But, if we may believe Justin, 
the doctrine of the primitive Church was the very 
reverse. He tells us : that, although (agreeably 
to the Lord s own teaching) the consecrated ele 
ments are the flesh and blood of that Jesus who 
was made flesh ; yet, nevertheless, from them OUR 

1 Gr. titt)0J7^v. 

2 Faith of Cathol. p. 244. Mr. Berington, I suppose, builds 
his statement of the doctrine, that the elements, mlien tran 
substantiated into the body and blood of Christ, are NOT OB 
NOXIOUS TO CORPORAL CONTINGENCES, upon the following de 
cision of the Tridentine Council. 

Ethaec quidem ilia munda oblatio est ; quae, nulla indignitate 
aut inalitia offerentium, inquinari potest. Concil. Trident, sess. 
xxii. c. 1. p. 238. 

In his inference, Mr. Berington strikes me as being per 
fectly correct. 
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I I.1MI AND BLOOD ARE THROUGH MUTATION NOIH1MI- 

i.D . According, therefore, to Justin, it was the 
received doctrine of the primitive Church : that 
The physical reception of the consecrated elements 
contributed, like the reception, of any other food, 
to tlie animal nourishment of our bodies, through 
the agency of that chemical mutation ichich every 
species of food in the process of digestion alike ex 
periences. 

The testimony of Justin, to this effect, is fully 
home out by the testimony of Ireneus : for, 
though he rightly, after the example of his divine 
Master, denominates the consecrated elements 
the body and blood of Christ ; he asserts, that, by 
these identical consecrated elements, our material 
bodies are undoubtedly nourished 2 . 

Justin s testimony is also corroborated by the 
testimony of Tertullian : for, while he states that 
our souls are nourished from God through the 
pious reception of the holy Eucharist ; he asserts, 
that our flesh is fed with the body and blood of 
Christ 3 . 

I need scarcely to say, that such doctrine is 



E ?,r alpa KCU trapse KATA UET.ABOAHN 
j /^wr. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 77. 

1 Fit Eucharistia san^uinis et corporis Christi, ex (juihus 
au;_ri tiir et consistit carnis nostrum sub.stantia Carnem, quae 
&gt;an_ uine et corpore Christi nutritur. Iren. at supra, book i. 
chap. 4. 41. 2. (4.) 

1 Caro corpore et sanguine Christi vescitur, Tertull. ut supra, 
book. i. chap. 4. I. 2. (5.) 
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wholly incompatible with the modern latin doc 
trine of Transubstantiation ; a very important 
part of which is, that The transubstantiated ele 
ments are not obnoxious to corporal contingences : 
and yet, even in the passages adduced by Dr. 
TreverA and Mr. Berington themselves, such doc 
trine is unreservedly avowed ; nor does it appear, 
that the primitive Church ever disowned or con 
demned it. Hence, from the very testimony 
which our two divines themselves have freely se 
lected, it is evident : that The primitive Church 
could never have lield the doctrine of Transubstan 
tiation. 

Justin, indeed, like his contemporary Ireneus 
and his successor Cyril of Jerusalem, denies, that, 
after consecration, the eucharistic bread and wine 
are any longer common bread and common drink * : 
but he speaks, as the explanatory voice of anti 
quity fully teaches us, of their moral or sacra 
mental change from a secular application to a 

1 Ou yap we KOIVOV apTov oi/^ KOIVOV Trdyna. Justin. Apol. i. 
Oper. p. 76. Jam non communis panis est. Iren. adv. haer. 
lib. iv. c. 34. p. 264. M&gt;; Trpoo-f^t ovv us \f/i\oie ry apry KUI 
ry o ivy Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystag. iv. p. 237. Paris. 
1631. In point of ideality, the KOLVOS of Justin and the com 
munis of Ireneus (evidently, in the lost greek original, notvof 
also) are, I apprehend, not quite the same as the \^ii\ols of Cyril. 
The common bread is unConsecrated or secular bread : the mere 
bread is the bread without (what Ephrem calls) the spiritual 
grace superadded to it. Tfjg VOTJTTJG aciaiperov plrei ^upiroc- 
Ephrem. Theopol. apud Phot. Bibl. cod. 229. p. 794. Rotho- 
Tnag. 1653. 
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holy purpose, not of their physical or material 
change from mere bread and wine into Christ s 
literal body and blood l . Ireneus himself explains 
the matter, by telling us : that The consecrated 
bread ceases to be common bread, because the Eu- 
chtirist consists of two things, an earthly thing and 
a heavenly thing : tlic earthly thing, bread from 
the earth ; the heavenly tiling, Christ spiritually 
present ~. 

(2.) Tertullian, as we have seen, directly con 
tradicts the modern doctrine of Transubstantia- 
tion, by asserting : that our flesh is fed by the body 
and blood of Christ. 

I need, therefore, only yet additionally to ob 
serve : that he equally and even explicitly con 
tradicts it in the two first of the passages, which 
have been cited from him, by Mr. Berington, with 
a somewhat whimsical sort of fairness, though 
with a fairness which does great credit to that 
respectable theologian s moral honesty 3 . Tertul 
lian asserts, that, in the language of the old pro 
phets no less than in the language of the Gospel, 
bread was employed as a figure or symbolical 
material form of Christ s body : and he remarks, 

Cyril, Hieros. Catech. Mystag. iii. p. 235. Tractat. 
&lt;!- S;KTUIH. lib. iv. c. 4. in Oper. Ambros. col. 1248. Ambros. 
de iis qui myster. initiant. c. ix. Oper. col. 1235 1237. 
Gregor. Nyssen. de Baptism. Christ. Oper. vol. ii. p. 801, 802. 
as cited at large below, book ii. chap. 4. VII. 

above, book i. chap. 4. ^ I. 2. (4.) 
book i. chap. 1. ; . I. 2. (5.) 
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that, as Christ rejected not the element of water 
in Baptism ; so neither did he reject the bread in 
the Eucharist, hy which he represents his own 
body. 

We shall hereafter find, that Tertullian preserves 
his consistency throughout, in teaching : that the 
bread and wine experience no material change of 
substance ; and that they are to be viewed as sym 
bols of Christ s body and blood . 

(3.) Alike infelicitous, so far as respects evi 
dence, is Mr. Berington in his last citation from 
Cyprian : a citation, however, which fully develops 
the real sentiments of that Father 2 . 

According to Cyprian, the bread composed of 
many united grains, and the wine composed of 
many united drops, signify Christ the head and 
his people the members united in one mystical 
body. 

Hence, if he held any such doctrine as Tran- 
substantiation, he must have believed ; a matter, 
too palpably absurd to be insisted upon even by 
the most zealous Romanist : that the consecrated 
bread and wine are transubstantiated into the 
mystical body, which is jointly composed of Christ 
and all his faithful people. 

2. It now only remains to inquire, whether the 
witnesses of the three first ages are prepared to 
vouch for the doctrine : that The Sacrament of 



1 See below, book ii. chap. 4. II. 2. I. 7. III. 1. 
l See above, book i. chap. 4. 1.2. (8.) 



( 1 1. VI . IV.] DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. 139 

the Eucharist is a propitiatory sacrifice both for the 
quick and for the dead. 

To prove, that the Eucharist was ever, by the 
primitive Christians, offered up, as a piacular 
sacrifice to make atonement either for the living 
or for the departed, no evidence has been adduced 
from the Fathers of the three first centuries : and, 
so far as I am acquainted with their writings, no 
such evidence exists. 

The passages, which have been brought forward 
from Tertullian and Cyprian, speak, no doubt, of 
certain oblations or sacrifices having been offered 
up, in the early Church, for the pious dead in the 
Lord : and I have no wish to deny, that the ob 
lations, to which those passages allude, are, at 
least principally, if not exclusively, to be sought 
in the primitive form of celebrating the Eucharist 1 . 
But, as not a syllable is said respecting the obla 
tions being of a piacular nature : so the very 
notion, that such is their character, is directly 
contrary to the ideas, which the ancients asso 
ciated with the sacrament of the Lord s Supper. 

(1.) In regard to the substance of the sacrament 
ttielf, by which I mean the bread and rcine POSTE 
RIOR to tJieir consecration, we have no evidence, so 
far as I am aware, that, under any aspect, the 
strictly primitive Christians ever deemed it a 
sacrifice. On this point, the testimony of the 
early Church is decidedly fatal to the modern 

&lt; above, book i. chap. 1. 1. 2. (10.) 

5 
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doctrine of Romanism, as finally settled by the 
Fathers of the Tridentine Council. 

Justin speaks of sacrifices (his expression is 
plural ] ) being offered in the Eucharist of the 
bread and the cup ; and Ireneus intimates, that 
Christ, in the institution of the Eucharist, taught 
the new oblation of the New Testament : but they 
tell us not, that the consecrated elements them 
selves are a sacrifice. So far as a material obla 
tion was concerned, the primitive Church deemed 
such oblation to be, not the elements AFTER conse 
cration, but the bread and wine when first offered 
up at the altar BEFORE consecration as eucharistic 
sacrificial gifts to tlie Supreme Giver of all benefits. 

That such is an accurate view of the matter, is 
put out of all doubt by the consecration prayer of 
the oldest Liturgy extant : that, which bears the 
name of the Clementine Liturgy, and which is 
allowed to be at least as early as the third 
century. 

We offer unto thee the King and the Deity, ac 
cording to Christ s appointment, this bread and this 
cup, giving thanks to thee through him, inasmuch as 
tJiou hast deigned that we should stand before thee 
and sacrifice to thee. And we beseech thee, that 
thou wouldest graciously look upon these gifts which 
lie before thee, thou the God who needest nothing ; 
and that thou wouldest have pleasure in them to the 
honour of thy Christ ; and that thou wouldest send 

1 Gr. 01/amr. 
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///// Holy Spirit upon this sacrifice, the witness of 
the xttflerhtfrs of the Lord Jam* Chrisf, in order 
that he may shew forth this bread as the body of 
tin/ Christ and this cup as the blood of thy Christ \ 

In the prayer now under consideration, the 
priest supplicates, that God would send his Holy 
Spirit upon the elements in order that he may 
shew them forth as Christ s body and blood. 
Consequently, before this supplication, the ele 
ments had not been shewn forth as the body and 
blood of Christ. Yet, before this supplication, and 
thence before the accomplished consecration of 
the elements, these identical elements, in their 
unconsecrated state, had been professedly offered 
up to God under the well defined aspect of an 
eucharistic oblation or a sacrifice of thanksgiving. 
Therefore, the early Church viewed the bread and 
wine, as gifts or oblations to God, not posterior, 
but anterior, to their consecration. 

This primitive testimony, at once, teaches us 
what the first Christians understood to be the ma- 

1 Hpo&lt;T(f&gt;ipOfjiti&gt; ffoi rw paffiXi i Kal Qey, Kara n}v avrov 
tmratju , rur UOTOV TOVTOV Kal TO -OTiiptov TOVTO, tv^apnTTOvvrfs 
&lt;rot ci avTOv, l&lt;p etc KaTTj^iuaaQ /yjuat; etmtrat ivutnbv trov Kal 

&lt;T, O7TW UJ &lt;!) 7Tl/ j\tf/JC *T Ta 



ia (u&gt;tia ravra irturidv erov, av b avtvBfiif; 0oc* &gt;"at 
iir avroTg tig TI^.I]V rov XptaroD aov teat Kara-ire u^ys 
TO aytoV aov TI&gt; u^a ETTC T&gt;IV dvcriav ravnfP, TOV papTvpa riLv 
TraBi)/jiiiT(i&gt;v TOV KUOJOU I/;aoD, otrtaq tnro^i ivy TOV apTov TOVTOV 
a tip. a TOV \piffTov &lt;rov, Kal TO TTOTiiptov TOVTO ai/uia TOV Xpioroi; 
aov. Clement. Liturg. in constit. Apost. Iil&gt;. viii. c. 12. Cotel. 
Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 407. 
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terial oblation in the Eucharist, and stamps the 
brand of novelty upon the opinion that the conse 
crated elements themselves are a sacrifice of any 
description l . It likewise shews us, agreeably (as 
I have already observed) to the very import of the 
word Eucharist, and in perfect harmony with the 
testimony of Ireneus, that the bread and wine, 
when offered at the altar in order to consecration, 
were, antecedently to such consecration, viewed as 
being strictly a sacrifice of thanksgiving from the 
first-fruits of God s creatures : an opinion, which 
effectually destroys the whole modern idea of an 
expiatory or piacular sacrifice. The very phrase 
ology, indeed, both of the Clementine Prayer and 
of Ireneus, distinctly shews, that the bread and 
wine were deemed eucharistic oblations only while 
unconsecrated : at least (what is quite enough for 
my purpose), it effectually shews it, on his own 
avowed principles, to the modern advocate of 
Transubstantiation. In the Clementine Prayer, 
the oblations are described as gifts from among 
his creatures to God, who himself has no need of 
such oblations : and, in the passages cited from 
Ireneus, they are similarly represented as the mere 

1 For an account of the extension of the notion of a sacrifice, 
at a later period (apparently, about the end of the third or the 
beginning of the fourth century), to the consecrated elements, 
under the aspect of their being an unbloody commemorative and 
symbolical sacrifice shadowing out and representing the bloody 
actual and literal sacrifice of Christ upon the cross, see below, 
book ii. chap. 4. V. 
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first-fruits of God s creatures, ottered to him, not 
as it lie wanted any tiling, but only that the offer 
ers might be neither unfruitful nor ungrateful. 
Siu-h language, respecting the material oblations 
offered up in the course of celebrating the Eucha 
rist, is strictly appropriate and decorous, if those 
material oblations are the unconsecrated bread and 
wine : but it is most strangely and most disparag 
ingly inappropriate and indecorous, if it relate to 
the conxecruti d elements, now, according to the 
theory of the Romanists, actually become the li 
teral body ((nd blood and soul and diruiity of the in 
carnate second person of the Trinity. 

Thus, from positive evidence, does it distinctly 
appear, that the material eucharistic oblations of 
the primitive Church were simply the unconse 
crated bread and wine, presented upon the altar, 
at the commencement of the ceremony, under the 
a&gt;pect of mere gifts or sacrifices of tktudttgwtMg: 
nor have we the slightest testimony, that the ele 
ments, after consecration, were ever, by the ear 
liest Christians or the Christians before the latter 
end of the third century, viewed as sacrifices of 
any description, either eucharistic or piacular. 

(2.) Such then, in the judgment of the primitive 
Church, were the material oblations offered up in 
the course of duly celebrating the Eucharist. 

Now, that the unconsecrated, and therefore (in 
latin phrase) the untraruubstantiated, bread and 
wine can ever, in any sense, have been offered up 
for and on behalf of the pious dead, no Romanist 
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will pretend : because such a notion would plainly 
be quite alien from, and hostile to, the tridentine 
doctrine ; that, In the sacrifice of the Mass, the li 
teral Christ himself is literally and substantially de 
voted, by the officiating priest, as a propitiatory ob 
lation for the sins both of the quick and of the dead. 
It remains, therefore, to inquire, what those obla 
tions and sacrifices for the departed can have been, 
which Tertullian and Cyprian most undoubtedly 
assure us were offered up by Christians at the 
close of the second and in the middle of the third 
century . 

That such oblations for the dead could not have 
been the material oblations of nnconsecrated bread 
and wine, is evident to common sense, and will 
readily be admitted by the tridentising Romanist : 
that they were oblations connected with the ritual 
of the Eucharist, whether inseparably thus con 
nected or not, is so probable as to be well nigh in 
disputable. At least, I myself have not the slight 
est wish to dispute this connection : for 1 am quite 
satisfied, that, in those early times, oblations or 
sacrifices for the dead regularly accompanied the 
liturgical celebration of the Eucharist. 

Very probably they might have been offered earlier : but, 
so far as I am aware, we have no evidence to that effect. Cle 
ment of Rome speaks, indeed, of oblations : but he speaks of 
them without specifying, whether he meant the material eucha- 
ristic oblations of the hitherto unconsccrated bread and nine 
or the immaterial cucharistic oblations for the dead mentioned by 
TcrtulKa* and Cyprian. See above, book i. chnp. 4. I. 2. (1.) 
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In the present account, then, of such oblations, 
negative and positive, what shall we pronounce to 
have been their true nature ? 

To modern protestant ears, unaccustomed to 
ancient phraseology, oblations for the dead will 
convey a sound not a little ominous and startling : 
yet, without the least approximation to Triden- 
tine Popery, each devout member of the reformed 
Anglican Church unites with the officiating priest, 
in these identical oblation* for the dead, every time 
that he joins in the celebration of the holy Eu 
charist ; nay more, there are places of worship 
in which he thus unites with the priest every 
Lord s day, even when the Eucharist is not cele 
brated. 

Justin, as we have seen, while speaking of that 
venerable institution, tells us ; that prayers and 
tkanktgwingt are the only sacrifices acceptable to 
(i&lt;xl : and he adds; that Christians have been taught 
to offer these ALONE / //. the commemorative sacrament 
of the Eucharist \ In a similar manner, as we have 
also seen, Tertullian assures us : that the clean sa 
crifices, which are predicted by MaJachi and which 
Justin and Irencus deem allusive, to the Eucharist, 

TaOra yu&gt; MONA. See above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (3.) 
Justin s ALONE, however, must not be so rigidly understood as 
to exclude the material eucharistic oblations of unconsecratcd 
bread and u ine : it imports only, that spiritual sacrifices of praise 
and thanksgiving were so preeminently the sacrifices of devout 
C hristians, that they might well in common parlance be spoken 



146 DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. [BOOK I. 

are the spiritual sacrifices of glorification and bless- 
nitr and prayer and thanksgiving l . 

From such evidence, we cannot doubt, I think, 
that the oblations, offered by the primitive Chris 
tians for the pious dead, were simply thanksgivings 
or eucJumslic actions to God for their happy depar 
ture from the miseries of this sinful and troublesome 
world. These oblations of thanksgiving and be 
nediction were, indeed, sometimes associated, at 
least in the time of Tertullian, with absolute and 
direct prayer for the advantage of their souls ; 
though the eucharistic oblations themselves were 
distinct from the direct prayer : but then, as Ter 
tullian duly informs us, the prayer was put up, not 
for any deliverance out of a fancied purgatory, 
but only that they might be refreshed by partaking 
of the first resurrection, instead of waiting for the 
second 2 ; a notion plainly taken up from an un 
certain and gratuitous exposition of an obscure 
passage in the Apocalypse 3 . 

Accordingly, if we again turn to the ancient 
Clementine Prayer of consecration, we shall find, 
in matter of fact, that the precise spiritual sacri 
fices of benediction and thanksgiving and suppli 
cation, mentioned by Justin as the ONLY sacrifices 
of the primitive Church, were duly offered up both 
for the living and for the dead : supplication for 
the living, that they might receive the Spirit to all 

1 See above, book i. chap. 4. III. 1. (3.) 

2 See above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (10.) 
* Rev. xx. 46. 
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holiness of conversation ; thanksgiving and bene 
diction for all the dead saints, whether patriarchs 
or prophets or apostles or martyrs or confessors 
or clerks or just men of whatsoever description, 
who in every age have heen pleasing to God, and 
whose names he has deigned to recognise . 

"Ert t6}jit6a aov, Kupie, Kal virtp ri/c ayt ae aov i 
rijjc UTTO Trtparwv twc irtpaTwv Kal virip TraarjQ iirtaKOjrfif 
6pdoTop.ovarig TOV XoyovrJ/c aXijSet ac. "En irapaKaXovplv at Kal 
vTTtp r}c /* &gt;?C TOV Trpoff^e povroe ff"t oi/Ceviae, cai J/Trtp rOITOC 
row 7rp7/5urfptou, vTrep rail ^lavovwv, Kai iravroQ TOV K\ijpov 
"Ert wapeuca\a&iiv (re, Kupie, uTrtp TOV paeriXcwe, vat rwv e* 
i/7Tpo)(jj, Kai Travrof rou ffrparontcov 

"Ert Trpoffpf po^teV &lt;rot icat i/Trep irdvTiav ruiv aV atcUj-oc tva.pf.a- 
TT)ffu.vTtt)v aot (lytwv, Trarptap^wc, 7rpo^&gt;f;rI&gt; , iutniw, airoaru- 
Xwv, ^zaprvpwv, o/ioXoy^rwi , iirtaKOTruv^ Trpeafiv-tpwi , 



wt airoc iiri(TTaaat ro oro/zara. Clem. Liturg. in 
Constit. Apost. lib. viii. c. 12,-. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 
407, 408. 

That these oblations for the pious dead could only have been 
oblations of thanksgiving to God for their holy lives upon earth 
and for (heir happy removal to heaven, is fully established by 
the circumstance, that, shortly afterward, in the self-same 
prayer, the self-same oblations are made for fine weather, and 
tor abundant crops : and no Romanist, I presume, will venture 
to assert, that, for such objects, the supposed propitiatory sacri- 
luv of Christ in the Eucharist could ever have been ottered up 
in the primitive Church Catholic. 

1 -&lt; irpotr^tinnpiy rrot cai i/Trcp ri/c ti Koaatac TOV rWpoe xni 
tvijtnpiar TUIV Knpirwf oirwc&gt; araXXftTrwt, /itraXa/i/^arovrec 
irafm troTi iiyaOiDi , n\yiap.tv at uTrauarwc rov (^ic^vra Tpo(f&gt;i)i&gt; 

./. Ibid. p. 408. 

ii:iy obMTVc, that the oblation is hr-ro strictly di-fnu-d to 

:n nl&gt;l(i!l ii of j,ril&gt;&gt; n ml ///../&lt;/, ^i, " 1 1_- . Hut it is till s,//m 

i. 2 
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These pious oblations for the pious dead are 
still, as I have already hinted, after the example 
of primitive antiquity, offered up by the truly apos 
tolic Church of England, whenever she celebrates 
the spiritual sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving 
in the*blessed F,ucharist, or whenever without ad 
ministration of the Lord s Supper her ministers 
use the prayer for the whole state of Christ s 
Church militant here in earth. 

We also bless thy holy name for all thy servants 
departed tins life in thy faith and fear ; beseeching 
thee to give us grace so to follow their examples, 
tJiat wit It them we may be partakers of thy heavenly 
kingdom. 

In the primitive Church, these eucharistic ob 
lations for the pious dead were offered up, not 
only generally and anonymously, but particularly 
and specifically. When a Christian brother was deli 
vered out of the miseries of this sinful world, thanks 
givings were offered up, even by name, for what 
was variously and beautifully called, either his 
birth-day into eternal life, or his sleep in Christ Je 
sus. But still higher honours were reserved for 
those glorious martyrs, who had resisted even unto 



oblation, without any variation of phraseology, t n 
and tYi TrpofTtytpoptt , as that, which is equally offered up for the 
pious dead from the very beginning of the world. The primi 
tive oblation for the pious dead, therefore, was not the fancied 
propitiatory sacrifice of the Mass which rests upon the unproved 
doctrine of Transubstantiation, but simply an oblation of praise 
and thanksgiving to God for all his mercies shewn toward them. 
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blood. The Church, of which they had been 
members, annually commemorated their martyr 
dom : and, as an incitement to the survivors, spe 
cial oblations of thanksgiving were offered up to 
Almighty God lor the stedfastness of their testi 
mony and for their triumphant entrance into bli 
everlasting. 

This very simple account of primitive worship 
will readily explain those passages from Tertul- 
lian and Cyprian, which have been preposterously 
adduced for the purpose of shewing: that The early 
Church deemed (he trcHUtAttantiated element* a I me 
propitia(or)j sacri/ice both for the quid- and for the 
dead. 

As Christians returned thanks to God for the 
release of their pious departed friends : so, if, in 
life, a person, like Victor, proudly and deliberately 
contravened the reasonable ordinances of the 
Church ; no oblation of thanksgiving for his happy 
dormition was, in that case, publicly offered up in 
his name and on his behalf 1 . It was thought in 
consistent to thank God for the allegorical birth 
day of one, who had acted with resolute impro 
priety, and who till death (as the very nature of 
his testament evinced) persisted in his miscon 
duct . 

. book i. chap. 4. $ I. 2. (10.) 

According to the romish view of the primitive oblation for 
the (load, the holy Cyprian will of necessity appear in the horrid 
and disgusting character of a furious and unrelenting 
tical tyrant, who imperiously refused the benefit* of 
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V. The Council of Trent, be it observed, not 
only defines the doctrine of Trail substantiation, 
with all its concomitants, nakedly and abstract 
edly : but it likewise asserts, complexly and con 
cretely, that the doctrine of Transubstantiation, 
as thus denned, was ALWAYS the faith of the Church 
of God from the very beginning J . 

We have seen the evidence, scriptural and ec 
clesiastical, which has been produced for the pur 
pose of substantiating this very extraordinary as 
severation : and the cautious inquirer will judge 
for himself, whether, even by evidence freely se 
lected by the very advocates of tridentine Roman 
ism (evidence, as yet not met by a syllable of dis 
tinct counter-evidence), the asseveration has been 
substantiated. 

Now, to say nothing of the second Nicene Coun 
cil, which leaves it doubtful, whether Consubstan- 
tiation or Transubstantiation was, in the eighth 
century, to be received as the true faith ; and to 
say nothing of the fourth Council of Lateran, 
which, to the Church of the thirteenth century, 

propitiatory sacrifice in the Mass to an unfortunate deceased 
individual, for no better reason, than because, contrary to a 
then existing church-regulation, that individual had, in his last 
will and testament, nominated a clergyman to be the guardian 
of his children ! Whatever may have been the spirit of the do 
mineering Latin Church in subsequent ages, such, I suspect, 
was not the spirit of Cyprian and the African Church in the 
middle of the third century. 

1 Concil. Trident, sess. xiii. c. 1. p. 122. c. 3. p. 124. c. 5. 
p. 125. sess. xxii. c. 2. p. 239, 240. 



. II \P. IV.] DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. 151 

leaves wholly undefined various points, minutely 
determined by the modern Council of Trent some 
fifteen hundred years and more after the Christian 
era : what shall we think of the honest confession 
of an eminent Romanist, who was actually writing 
that identical confession, at the very time while 
the Tridentine Fathers were roundly declaring 
that their precise definition had been the unvarying 
faith of the Catholic Church in ALL ages ? 

Before Innocent III. who presided in the Late- 
ran Council, says Bishop Tunstall of Durham, // 
seemed to the more curious inquirer, that the pre 
sence of Christ in the Eucharist might take place 
after three several modes. Some thought, (hat the 
body of Christ was present together with the bread 
or in the bread, like fire in a heated mass of iron : 
which mode Luther seems to have followed. Others 
thought, that the bread was annihilated or corrupt 
ed. Others, again, thought, that the substance of 
the bread was transmuted into the substance of the 
body of Christ. This last mode Innocent adopted : 
and thence, in that Council, rejected the otJier 
modes. But, whether it were more expedient to 
/care each curious person to his own conjecture in 

1 In the year 1551, the Tridentine Fathers, during their 
thirteenth session, were displaying tlu ir remarkable intimacy 
with ancient ecclesiastical history by magnanimously propound 
ing this identical declaration: in the year 1554; Bishop Tun- 
stall s Work on the true body and blood of Christ in (lie Eu- 
chari&lt;t was /n-h/tnl nt Paris under tlu- superintendance of his 
.. phr\\ Bernard Gflpin. 1 funstall mtut have 

the Work much about the year 1.351. 
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regard to the mode of Christ s bodily presence ; as 
the question, previous to that Council, was left free, 
provided a person confessed the true existence of 
the body and blood of the Lord in the Eucharist, 
which was the faith of the Church from the begin 
ning : Qr whether, perhaps, it were better, out of 
the three above specified modes, to select that one 
which most quadrated with the words of Christ, and 
to reject the other modes, lest otherwise among the 
too curious men of that age there should be no end 
of contention, since in that disputative age silence 
could in no other way be imposed upon curious 
tongues : I deem it just, since the Church is the 
column of the truth, that, concerning a matter of 
this nature, its decision should altogether be Jirmly 
observed ! . 

1 Ante Innocentium tertium Romanum Episcopum, qui in 
Lateranensi Concilio prsesedit, tribus modis id (scil. Christi 
prsesentia in Eucharistia) posse fieri curiosius scrutantibus 
visum est : aliis existimantibus, una cum pane, vel in pane, 
Christi corpus adesse, veluti ignem in ferri massa, quern modum 
Lutherus secutus videtur : aliis, panem in nihilum redigi vel 
corrumpi ; aliis, substantial!! panis transmutari in substantiam 
corporis Christi : quem modum secutus Innocentius reliquos 
modos in eo Concilio rejecit. An vero potius, de modo quo id 
fieret, curiosum quemque relinquere suae conjecturae, sicut 
liberum fuit ante illud Concilium, modo veritatem corporis et 
sanguinis Domini in Eucharistia esse fateretur ; quee fuit ab 
initio ipsa Ecclesise fides : an fortasse melius, de tribus illis 
modis supra memoratis, illam unam eligere quee cum verbis 
Christi maxime quadraret, et cseteros modos abjicere, ne alioqui 
inter nimis curiosos illius aetatis homines finis contentionum 
non fuisset, quando contentioso illo saeculo linguis curiosis silen- 
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Bishop Tunstall states, we see, as a notorious 
and indisputable FACT : that, anterior to the fourth 
Lateran Council in the year 1215, so far from 
there being, among the faithful, any such com 
plete unanimity of opinion, in regard to the mode 
of Christ s literal presence in the Eucharist, as 
the Tridentine Fathers have intrepidly asserted ; 
there actually existed, without any imputation on 
the orthodoxy of their several wrangling advo 
cates, no fewer than THREE several opinions re 
specting that identical question. A man might 
be orthodox, who derided Transubstantiation, 
while he held Consubstantiation : a man might 
be orthodox, who derided both Transubstantia 
tion and Consubstantiation, provided only that 
he insisted upon the total Annihilation of the ele 
ments with the Substitution of Christ s body and 
blood in their place : and a man might be equally 
orthodox, who, rejecting each of these two specula 
tions, maintained the absolute Conversion of the 
whole substance of the elements into the sub 
stance of Christ s body and blood. 

The fourth Council of Lateran, under the 
happy auspices of Pope Innocent, denned the /a.st 
of these three forms of once equally acknowledged 
orthodoxy to be thenceforth, that is to say, from 
the era of the eventful year 1215, EXCLUSIVELY 

tium imponi alio modo non potuit : justum existimo, ut tie re 
ejusinodi, quia Ecck-sia columna est veritatis, firm inn ejus om- 
nino &lt;&gt;1&gt;M -i \rtur jmlicium. Tunstall. Dunelni. &lt;le ver. corp. ut 
NIII-.I. Douiia, in Kuchar. p- 46. Lutet. Paris. 1554. 
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orthodox ; thus suddenly transmitting two forms 
of anciently admitted orthodoxy into two modi 
fications of convicted and pestilent heresy. 

But, on the principles, so stoutly maintained as 
his special boast by every good Romanist, and so 
absolutely laid down by the infallible Tridentine 
Fathers ; that Councils advance nothing nezv, but 
decide only as to what doctrines they have invariably 
received through the unbroken channel of their pre 
decessors from the very beginning : on these prin 
ciples, I am at a loss to comprehend, how Pope 
Innocent and his Council could come to any valid 
and legitimate decision : for, instead of receiving 
the EXCLUSIVE inculcation of one mode only from 
the beginning, all other modes being INVARIABLY 
deemed heretical ; they confessedly received, as 
good Bishop Tunstall witnesses, no fewer than 
three modes, the holding of any one of which was, 
anterior to the year 1215, perfectly compatible 
with orthodoxy and therefore perfectly free from 
the stain of heresy. 

Clearly, then, they must have decided between 
the three modes, nakedly and abstractedly and 
dogmatically, not complexly and traditionally and 
evidentially : for, by tradition from their prede 
cessors, all the three came down to them under 
the pleasing aspect of being equally free from 
heretical insincerity. Yet, by latin theologians, 
we are constantly assured : that Bishops, lawfully 
assembled in Ecumenical Councils, have always 
decided upon points of faith, not by any arbitrary 

5 
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exertion of mere uncviclential dogmatic authority, 
hut hy an historical appeal to the UNVARYING testi 
mony of antiquity ; testimony, which, WITHOUT 

( HANGE OR EVEN SHADOW OF TURNING, has aCCU- 

ratcly descended to them, generation hy genera 
tion, from the very commencement of Christianity. 
And, hy these same latin divines, we are ana 
logously instructed : that The precise faith, now 
lie Id by their Church and inculcated by themselves, 
i.s the identical faith ; which, WITHOUT ANY THE 
LEAST VARIATION, has ALWAYS been maintained, from 
the eery Jirst, by the orthodox and infallible Church 
Catholic . 



1 See Trevern s Discuss. Amic. vol. i. p. 121, 215, 21G. and 
Berington s Faith of Cathol. Introd. p. 3. 12, 13. 

On the principles laid down by Dr. Trevern and Mr. Bering- 
ton, I should be glad to learn : how three totally different 
modes of expounding Christ s substantial presence in the Eu 
charist should ALL have existed, in the Latin Church, with an 
.1 admission of orthodoxy, anterior to the year 1215 ; and 
how (as these two divines speak), the Fathers of the Fourth 
Lute-ran Council, by the simple process of neither adding nor 
n trenching, managed, without making any alteration and 
through an unbroken chain of living witnesses, to reject TWO 
modes and to impress upon the favoured THIRD mode the in 
fallible seal of henceforth exclusive orthodoxy. 

Except by an appeal to the mere dogmatical decision of the 
fourth Council of Lateran, Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington, 
unless I greatly mistake, can shew no cause: why the doctrine 
of Transub.si-nuiation ought to be exclusively dJopU d ; and 
why the doctrines of Consubstantiation and Annihilation ou^ht 

iiplori i/ rejected. 
cannot, how. ,&gt;peal to mere cfagmafim, without 
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I confess myself at a loss to reconcile these 
assertions, with the conduct of the fourth Laterau 
Council on the one hand, and with the honest 
acknowledgment of Bishop Tunstall on the other 
hand. 

Doubtless, that really amiable Prelate may say, 
as he does say, that the decisions of the Church 
(confounding, as usual the provincial Latin Church 
of the West with the entire Church Catholic) is 
the column of the truth : but this does, in no wise, 
remove the present difficulty. If we receive the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation, as defined first by 
the fourth Lateran Council and afterward by the 
Council of Trent, we plainly must receive it, 
according to the very confession of Bishop Tun- 
stall himself, not from the UNVARYING traditional 
testimony of antiquity, but simply upon the mere 
naked unevidential dogmatic authority of two 
Popes and two Councils, deciding respectively, 
according to their own unsupported good will and 
pleasure, more than twelve centuries and more 
than fifteen centuries after the Christian Era. 

entirely abandoning their own boasted principle of invariable 
traditionary descent. 



CHAPTER V 



PURGATORY. 



BY the Council of Trent it has been determined ; 
that There is a Purgatory, and that The souk 
there detained are assisted by the suffrages of the 
faithful and most especially by the acceptable sacri 
fice of the altar: and the same Council furthermore 
asserts ; that This doctrine of a Purgatory has 
been learned by the Catholic Church, both from 
Holy Scripture, and from the ancient tradition of 
the Fathers \ 

1 Cum Catholic* Ecclesia, Spiritu Sancto edocta, ex Sacris 
Litteris et antiqua Patrum traditione, in sacris Conciliis et 
novissime in hac (Ecumenica Synoclo docuerit : Purgatorium 
. animasque ibi dctentas fidelium suffrages potissimum vero 
acceptabili altaris sacrificio juvari : pnecipit sancta Synodus 
Bpiscopis, ut sanam de Purgatorio doctrinam, a sanctis Patribus 
et sacris Conciliis traditam, a Cbristi fidelibus credi, tencri, 
&lt;loceri, et ubique praedicari, diligenter studcant. Concil. Trident. 

xv. decret. de Purgat. p. 505, 506. 

Profiteer pariter in Missa offerri Deo verum, proprium, et 
propitiatorium sacrificium, pro vivis et defunctis Constantly 
teneo Purgatorium esse, aniniasqm- ibi detentas fidelium suf- 
:iis juvari. Profess. Fid. Trident, in S\llng. Confer, p. 4. 
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I. Now, as the Council declares, not merely by 
its own insulated authority, but professedly from 
the teaching of Holy Scripture and the ancient 
Fathers, that there is a Purgatory circumstanced 
agreeably to the preceding definition : a necessity 
is plainly laid, upon those who receive such doc 
trine from the Council of Trent, to establish it by 
direct proof, both from Holy Scripture, and from 
the ancient Fathers of the Church. Accordingly, 
the necessity has been felt, and the proof has been 
attempted. 

1. The proof from Scripture, or from what the 
Tridentine Council has pronounced to be Scrip 
ture, is thought to be contained in the following 
passages. 

(1.) When Judas had made a gathering through 
out the company, to the sum of two thousand drachms 
of silver, he sent it to Jerusalem, to offer a sin-offer 
ing ; doing therein very well and honestly, in that 
he was mindful of the resurrection (for, if he had 
not hoped that they that were slain should have risen 
again, it had been superfluous and vain to pray for 
the dead), and also in that he perceived that there 
was great favour laid up for those that died godly. 
It was a holy and good thought. Whereupon he 
made a reconciliation for the dead, that they might 
be delivered from sin l . 

(2.) And, whosoever speaketh a word against the 
Son of man, it shall be forgiven him : but, whoso- 

1 2 Maccab. xii. 43 -10. 
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erer speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not 
be forgiren Iiiin, neither in this world, neither in the 
world to come But I say unto you, that every idle 
word tlxtt men shall speak, the;/ shall give account 
thereof in the day of judgment For the Son of man 
shall come in the glory of his Father with his 
angels : and then fie shall reward every man accord 
ing to his works . 

(3.) Every man shall receive his own reward, ac 
cording to his own labour For other foundation can 
?io man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus Chris/. 
Now, if any man build, upon this foundation, gold, 
xi/cer, precious stones, wvod, hay, stubble ; every 
man s work shall be made manifest. For the day 
shall declare it, because it shall be revealed by Jire : 
and the Jire shall try every man s work of what sort 
it is. If any man s work abide which he hath built 
thereupon, he shall receive a reward : if any man s 
work shall be burned, lie shall suffer loss ; but he 
himself shall be saved, yet so as by Jire 2 . 

(4.) For Christ also hath once suffered for sins, 
the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to 
God, being put to death in the flesh, but quickened 
by the Spirit. By which also he went and preached 
unto the spirits in prison ; which sometime were dis 
obedient, when once the long-suffering of God waited 
in (lie days of Noah 3 . 

(5.) There shall in no wise enter into it any thing 

1 Matt. xii. 32. 36. xvi. 27. 
1 Corinth, iii. 8. 1115. 
1 IVu-r iii. 1820. 
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that defileth, neither whatsoever worketh abomina 
tion or maketh a lye : but they which are written in 
the Lamb s book of life l . 

2. The proof from the ancient Fathers of the 
Church, or the Fathers of the three first centuries, 
must be sought in the following three writers, Ter- 
tullian, Cyprian, and Origen. 

(1.) Tertullian, it will be remembered, flou 
rished at the end of the second and at the begin 
ning of the third century. 

We annual hj make oblations for the dead, for 
their nativities 2 . 

Let her pray for his soul: and let her, meanwhile, 
beg for him refreshment and a participation in the 
first resurrection : and let her offer on the anniver 
saries of his dormition 3 . 

And now repeat with God, for whose spirit you 
pray, for whom you make annual oblations 4 . 

(2.) Cyprian flourished about the middle of the 
third century. 

The Bishops our predecessors, religiously consi 
dering and wholesomely providing, determined, that 
no brother, departing this life, should nominate a 
Clerk to a guardianship or executors/tip : and, if any 

1 Rev. xxi. 27. 

a Tertull. de coron. mil. 3. Oper. p. 449. For the origi 
nal, see above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (10.) 

3 Tertull. de monogam. 10. Oper. p. 578. For the origi 
nal, see above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (10.) 

4 Tertull. exhort, ad castit. Oper. p. 564. For the original, 
see above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (10.) 
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one should hare done this, they decreed, that no ob 
lation should be made for him, and that no sacrifice 
should be celebrated J or his dormition \ 

It is one thing, to stand a petitioner for pardon ; 
(mother, to come to glory: it is one thing, to be 
thrown into prison and not to come out from it until 
the last farthing be paid ; another, immediately to 
receive the reward of faith and virtue : it is one 
tiling, to be cleansed for sins through the suffering 
of long pain and to be long purged injire ; another, 
to have purged all sins through suffering : finally, 
it is one thing, to depend in the day of judgment 
upon the sentence of the Lord ; another, to be crowned 
by the Lord immediately 2 . 

1 Quod Episcopi antecessores nostri religiose considerantes, 

et salubriter providentes, censuerunt, ne quis frater excedens 

ad tutelam vel curam Clericum nominaret : ac, si quis hoc fe- 

t, non offerretur pro eo, nee sacrificium pro dormitione 

rju&gt; tvU braretur. Cyprian. Epist. i. Oper. vol. ii. p. 2, 3. For 

tlu&gt; txample of Victor, see above, book i. chap. 4. I. 2. (10.) 

1 Aliud est, ad veuiam stare; aliud, ad gloriam pervenire : 

aliud, inissum in carcerein non exire inde, donee solvat novissi- 

nnnn quadrantem ; aliud, statim fidei et virtutis accipere mer- 

in : aliud, pro peccatis longo dolore cruciatum emundari et 

purgari diu igne ; aliud, peccata omaiapMsionepurgsusse: aliud 

denique, pendere in die judicii ad sententiam Domini; aliu !, 

statim a Domino coronari. Cyprian. Epist. Iv. Oper. vol. ii, 

p. 109,110. 

Mr. lierington simply refers to two other passages in Cyprian. 
By his riiircjiL-e, I understand him to mean the two following. 
Deniqueetdiea eorum qoibiu excedunt annotaie, ut comme- 
eorum inte-r memorial martyrum celebrare j&gt;ossi- 
Tertullus fidelicsimiu ct devotis&imu* fin 

M 
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(3.) Origen flourished during the earlier half 
and about the middle of the third century. 

It must now be considered, what awaits us here 
after : whether, if we depart this life, having sins but 
having likewise virtues, we shall be saved indeed on 
account of our virtues and shall be absolved of our 
sins knowingly committed ; or whether we shall be 
punished on account of our sins, and shall receive no 
reward on account of our virtues. But neither of 
these will be the fact : for I say, that we shall re 
ceive the reward of our good deeds, but shall receive 
no reward for our evil deeds ; inasmuch as it is just, 
that God should purify him who is willing, and 

J. tS *S O 7 

should cut out that which is evil. Let us suppose, 
that, after Christ the foundation in whom you have 
been instructed, you have built no permanent gold 
and silver and precious stone: let us suppose, that 
you have gold either much or little : let us suppose, 
that you have silver and precious stone. But I 
speak not of these alone : for let us suppose, that you 
have also wood and hay and stubble ; what do you 
expect will happen to you after your departure ? Do 

noster, pro caetera sollicitudine et cura sua quam fratribus in 
omni obsequio operationis impertit (qui nee illic circa curam cor- 
porum deest), scripserit et scribat, ac signified mihi dies quibus 
in carcere bead fratres nostri ad immortalitatem gloriosse mortis 
exitu transeunt ; et celebrentur hie a nobis oblationes et sacri- 
ficia ob commemorationes eorum, quae cito vobiscum Domino 
protegente celebrabimus. Cyprian. Epist. xii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 
27, 28. 

Offerendo oblationes eorum. Cyprian. Epist. xxxiv. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. P&gt;7. 
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i/o K e.rpecf, tliat you will enter info the holt/ places, 
with i/otir wood and //our hay and your stubble, to 
pollute the kingdom of God ? Or, on the other hand, 
do I/OK expect, that, on account of the Jtay and the 
u-ood and the stubble, you will remain in t lie fire, and 
derire no good from the gold and the silver and the 
precious stone ? Neither were this equitable. What, 
then, docs it follow, that you shall first receive on 
account of the wood? It is manifest, that the fire 
id II consume the wood and the hay and the stubble : 
for, in his essence, God is said, by the intelligent, to 
be a consuming Jire. Yet the prophet, when he says 
Our d od is a consuming jire, specifies not what it 
consumes : but, in using that language, he has left 
us to infer from it, that there is a something which 
i* consumed. What, then, is that consumed some 
thing ? Truly, lie consumes not that which is ac 
cording to his image and likeness, but the hay and 
the wood and the stubble which have been built upon 
it For first the deeds of unrighteousness, and then 
the deeds of righteousness, are recompensed . 

Tt /f/mc irtpiptvtt, KaTavoTfrtov apa, tav it,tXdwfjev TOV 
/3&lt;o-, f\(n Tt ap.apTiipa.Ta, e^ovrtc tc xal at FpaydOtiftara, aoi- 
MfVPpltAa /&lt; fui Ta i\icpayat)&gt;ifia.Ta, airoXvyofitOa Cf trfpi T&V 
M yrw/Tft iipaprrjpiviitv f; icoXaffdijirofJLtda p.f.v cia TO. apap-i i- 
/iarri, ebiafut ct piadov XTj J/o/ieOa rwv dvtpayaOrj^arwy aXX 

ru enpov. \iyti&gt; li TO itiroXapuv TO. KpdTTOva, fit) airoXa.- 

pi~iv tf ra %cipova xaQa liKaiov ttrrt TOV Qtov KaOaipeiv f3ou\o- 

ftn-i,r, kcu tKHiKTiiv T&gt;}V KaKinv. "Eora; yap at y^uc 

ptTii TO OtptXiov \pirrTuv Irjirovv ov Stcn dZn i o v ptvov xpvffuv 

kin \i8ui Tifjiiov t&lt;rrtt) at t\itv -^pvuin , &gt;"/ roXv 

~-M fff. t\fir a()&gt;t ()or, Xiflov n pun . ()u pova ct 

M 2 
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II. The texts from Scripture or from alleged 
Scripture, which have been adduced for the pur- 

Tavrn. AXX terw at e\W Kfil vXa, Kal %6pTOV, Kal KaXafiriv TI 
fiovXti (rot yereffdai fitra TJ)V t^o^or , HOTEOOV TTOTE elartXdeiv ( e 
ra ayia nerd TOV uXov aov KOI /J.ETCI TOV -%6pTov aov teat Ttjg Kn- 
\aprjQ, m pit trrjc rijr fttunXflav TOV OfoD ; AXXa v TraXtv inrope i- 
rai OtXtic, ctci rov yjunrov, lid rd t,v\a, id TIJV KaXaf njv, iv TM 
Trvol, cot/xryttv inroXaptlv TTEOI TOV ^pverov Kal auyvpov /cat X( 6ou 

TLf-UUV ; OlCf. TOVTO f.V\OyOV. Tt OVV TTQtoTOV UKoXovOEl llTTO\apfl.V 

cut ~d uXa ; Aj/Xov, on TO Trup TO avaXiffKov rci L,vXa icat TOV 
XopTov Kai -)}i raXa/ii)?* b Qeog yap ijpwt Trj ov&iq \tytTcu, To tg 
avviivai cvvafJiivotQ, Trvp elvui dyaXifKOV* Kai iviiitTTTjffE p.tv TO 
TI dvaXtffKov o 7rpo0j/rr;c, Xe ywv 1 O Qtog ii/JuSv rrvp caravaXiV- 
KOV. lljj.lv t varaXe XoiTrt voetr, OTI e nrtv O Gtog Trvp tori KO.T- 
, tori TI TO KaTftvaXttrKonEvor. Tt GUI EOTI ro icar- 
oy ; Ov yap 7-0 KUT tiKova (cat opolwotv dyaXlffieetf 
uXXd TOV ETTOiKoSoprjdlvTa x^proj , ra EiroiKoZopyQevTci ^vXa, r/i 
iiroiKo^ojJiriSiiaav Ka\a).ir]v YlpwTOv ydp ra Trjq a ^iktae, elra ra* 
Tijg ?iKttioffvvri, aVo^i^orai. Orig. in Jerem. Homil. xvi. Oper. 
vol. i. p. 154, 155. 

Mr. Berington s version of this passage is a free abridgment 
chiefly taken from the very imperfect appended Latin, rather 
than a literal and accurate translation from the original Greek. 
As I am not disposed, however, like some members of his com 
munion, childishly to quibble about trifles which affect not the 
sense of an author, I can pardon his abridgment, though I can 
not quite so easily pardon his suj prcssion of evidence. Without 
giving, by the usual conventional mark of an hiatus, the slight 
est notice of a not unimportant omission ; he presents to his read 
ers a version, whicli typographically purports to be continuous, 
when in truth it is not continuous. In my own more correct 
translation from the original Greek, I have carefully placed the 
mark expressive of interrupted citation. See Faith of Cathol. 
p. 356, 357. 

Mr. Berington gives two other parallel passages, on the same 
sv.bject, from Origen : but, as they exist only in the very un- 
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&gt;! (-.tablishing the dogma of a Purgatory, 
mav be arranged and considered under two classes : 
those, which are cited from the New Testament ; 
and that, which is brought forward from the 
second book of the Maccabean History. 

1. With respect to the texts which have been 
cited from the New Testament, they may be dis 
missed without much prolixity of discussion. 

A bare inspection of those texts will suffice to 
-shew, that they are made to subserve the purposes 
of Latin Theology only by a quite gratuitous and 
arbitrary interpretation : an interpretation, the 
adopting of which in controversy is virtually no 
thing more than a mere begging of the question. 

This, apparently, has been felt even by the Ro 
manists themselves: for, though Mr. Berington 
produces the texts under consideration, as estab 
lishing the existence of a Purgatory ; the Bishop 
of Strasbourg, much to his credit, totally omits 
them, with the honest remark, that, as Christ has 
not thought fit to communicate any revelation on 
the subject, we can only form conjectures more 
nr U-ss probable 2 . 

latin version of Ruffinus who wrote in the fifth century, I 
v il)ly to my proposed plan, omitted them. See Faith 

ot I atliol. p. 355, 356. 

1 Faith of Cathol. p. 352, 353. 

Au surplus, nos fautes sont si . &gt;i multipliers, hi 

penitence si rare parmi nous, et geni ralement si U^LIV ; nos 

dispositions a profiler des indul^enei-s si di-fectueu&gt;es, si incer- 

taines, qu apres avoir i tr ansous it pardonnes il doit nous 

vr pour la plupart beauvoiip u expier dans 1 aiitre monde. 
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With such an acknowledgment before us, we 

Mais ou ? Dans quel endroit et de quelle maniere ? S il avoit 
etc necessaire pour nous d etre instruits sur ces questions, 
Jesus Christ nous en auroit sans doute revele la connoissance. 
IL NE L A POINT FAIT. Nous ne pouvons done former que des 
conjectures plus ou moins probables. Discuss. Amic. lett. xiii. 
vol. ii. p. 242. 

Faithful to this honest confession, Dr. Trevern cites not a 
single text from the New Testament to prove the existence of 
a purgatory, but contents himself with adducing the passage 
from the Maccabean History. Ibid. p. 245, 246. Yet, as if 
aware that in the article of tangible evidence he was building 
only upon the sand, he labours to supply his lamentable want 
of testimony by an attempt at abstract reasoning. 

We must make, argues the Prelate of Strasbourg, an expia 
tory satisfaction to the divine justice, either in this world or in 
the next. Few men, however, make a full expiatory satisfac 
tion in this world. Therefore they must make it in the next. 
Now, in the next world, they can no longer pursue good works, 
no longer distribute alms, no longer offer any compensatory 
reparations to Heaven. One only method of making satisfac 
tion remains to them : that, to wit, of suffering. But, if suf 
fering be the sole method of making satisfaction which remains 
to them hereafter : then, indisputably, there must be a place 
where this suffering is undergone. Now the place, which lias 
been thus clearly proved to exist, is, by the Councils of Flo 
rence and Trent, conventionally denominated Purgatory. See 
Discuss. Amic. lett. xiii. vol. ii. p. 242 244. 

When a writer undertakes to substantiate a point by direct 
evidence ; he travels not a little out of the record, by resorting, 
in acknowledged lack of such evidence so far as Scripture is 
concerned, to the doubtful aid of abstract reasoning. A Pro 
testant, whose views of the exclusively atoning efficacy of the 
death of Christ are somewhat more scripturally correct than 
those of Dr. Trevern, will at one blow demolish his airy fabric 
by a flat denial of the premises on which it is constructed. 
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may wrll claim to be spared the trouble of a 
formal discussion of passages which are nothing 
to the purpose. 

2. The texts from the New Testament being 
thus set aside as confessedly irrelevant and incon 
clusive, the whole weight of the scriptural proof 
of the existence of a Purgatory will rest upon the 
passage contained in the second book of the Greek 
History of the Maccabees : for it is not pretended, 
that the Hebrew Scriptures afford so much as a 
shadow of evidence. 

(1.) Now, even if we were complaisant enough 
to admit the tridentine decree, which places the 
two first books of the Maccabees in the roll of 
the sacred Canon : still the passage, adduced from 
that History, would be found, both grievously de- 
ive, and glaringly inappropriate. 

Respecting the very existence of any Purgatory 
in a future state, the passage is altogether silent. 
Prayers for the dead it mentions, indeed, with 
approbation : but it gives not the slightest hint, 
that those prayers were offered up for the purpose 
of extricating the souls of the deceased from the 
pains of a Latin Purgatory. In truth, the whole 
place is utterly irreconcileable with any such 
notion. The prayers in question were associated 
with a Ban-offering to be devoted at Jerusalem : 
and the declared joint object of the two was, not 
a deliverance from Purgatory, but a deliverance 
11 sin to be effected through the medium of 
making a sacrificial reconciliation for the departed. 
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Nor is the passage, for the purposes of Latin 
Theology, defective only : it is likewise, even on 
the principles of that Theology itself, glaringly 
inappropriate. The doctrine of the Roman Church 
is : that Those, wlio die in mortal sin unrepented of, 
are irrevocably consigned to Hell ; while those, who 
die tainted only with venial sin for which in this 
world they have not personally made sufficient ex 
piation, pass for a season into Purgatory l . But 
the text from the Maccabean History cannot 
establish the existence of a Purgatory, without 
flatly contradicting this received scheme of doc 
trine. Idolatry has ever been held one of the 
deadly sins. Now the men, for whom Judas 
offered up prayers and a sin-offering, died in an 
act of unrepented idolatry : which act is expressly 
declared to have been the cause of their being 
slain 2 . They died, therefore, in an unrepented 
act of mortal sin. Hence, on latin principles, the 
plain and necessary consequence is : either that 
their souls passed into Hell and not into Purgatory; 
in which case, it is idle to cite the place in proof 
of the existence of a Purgatory : or that their souls 
passed into Purgatory and not into Hell ; in which 
case, the latin doctrine of an exclusive reservation 
of Purgatory for as yet unexpiated venial sins will 
be flatly contradicted. Thus, with singular infe 
licity, the text, even if we admit it to be canonical 

1 See Concil. Trident, sess. xiv. c. 1, 5. p. 144, 148, 149. 
sess. 25. p. 506. 

1 2 Mace. xii. 39 42. 
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Scripture, can only be made to prove the existence 
of a Purgatory, through the medium of convict 
ing the Koman Church of teaching erroneous 

i* O 

doctrine 1 . 

(2.) But, in reality, nothing can he more nuga 
tory than the mere dogmatical edict of the Tri- 
dcntine Council, by which a Jewish History, 
written in Greek and never acknowledged even 
by the Jews themselves to be canonical, is pre 
sumptuously obtruded into the venerable roll of 
inspired Hebrew Scripture. 

In the fourth century, Cyril of Jerusalem, on 
behalf of the Greek Church, excluded from the 
sacred canon of the Old Testament, the whole of 
the Apocrypha save the Epistle of Baruch ; which 
Epistle itself was afterward rejected, when the 
question had undergone a subsequent more com 
plete examination : and so little inclined was this 
ancient Catechist and Prelate of the acknowledged 
Mother-Church to build any point of doctrine 
upon the mere uninspired and unauthoritative 
Maccabean History, that he strenuously advised 
his Catechumens,, to hare ?iot/ihig in common with 
the Apocrypha, but (so far as the Canon of the 
Old Testament was concerned) to study those 
two and twenty books ONLY which are read in the 
Church ; giving them this wholesome advice on 
the professed ground, that, since the superior rc/.v- 
dom of tlie Ajmstlex and primitire liishops had 

1 Cyril. Micros. Catfdi. iv. p. 36, 
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delivered such two and twenty books exclusively, the 
devout children of the Church ought not to set upon 
her authorised documents the adulterating seal of a 
false impression \ 

So likewise, in the fifth century, Ruffinus of 
Aquileia, on behalf of the Latin Church, similarly 
excluded, from the sacred Canon of the Old Testa 
ment, the whole of the Apocrypha without any 
exception : and thus, while his enumeration of the 
inspired canonical books perfectly corresponds 
with that of the Church of England, his subse 
quent partial enumeration of the apocryphal books 
is attended with a distinct statement ; that, by the 
predecessors of the then existing generation, those 
books were styled, not canonical, but ecclesiastical ; 
and that, although they might be read in churches 
for the sake of edification, they were not to be con 
troversially adduced as any authority for the settle 
ment of a point of faith and doctrine 2 . 



rag eiKocri vo fiiflXovg avayivuxTKE TrpuQ e ra 
e\e KOIVOV. Tavrag MONAS pcXcra cnruvdatwg, 
KOI iv ciccXqtrtf p.f.ra irapprjaiae avaytvwoco/iev. Ho\v truv 
i]aav ot airo0ToXo&lt; Ktu o i up^aloi liricrKOTrot, ot 



Trpoorarai, ot ravrag TrapaSoyreg. Sv ovv, rtKvov 
wv, /uj) Trapa^aparre rovg 0E&lt;r/iouc. Cyril. Hieros. 
Catech. iv. p. 37. 

11 After specifying the Canon both of the Old and of the New 
Testament, Ruffinus proceeds as follows. 

Sciendum tamen est, quod et alii libri sunt, qui non canonici, 
sed ecclesiastic^ a majoribus appellati sunt : ut est Sapientia 
Solomonis Ejusdem ordinis est libellus Tobiae, et Judith, et 
Maccabteowm libri Quie omuia /t i&gt;-i quidcni in ecclesiis vo- 
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Such, on the part both of the Greek Church 
and of the Latin Church, was the ancient estimate 
of the Apocrypha and consequently of the two 
first hooks of Maccabees : and, in strict accord 
ance with it, Pope Gregory the great, who flou- 
nsht cl at the end of the sixth and at the beginning 
of the seventh century, having occasion to quote 
a passage from the Maccabean History, introduces 
it with a regular apology for citing a Work, which 
confessedly was not cdtionical, but which never 
theless was used in the Church for the purpose of 
edification . 

Nay more : as if these ancient testimonies of 
tlu- Catholic Church both in the East and in the 

liuTunt, non (amen profcrri ad aitctoritatem ex his Jidcl confir- 
iiuindam. K tiffin. Expos, in Symbol. Apost. p. 26, 27. apud 
calc. Oper. Cyprian. Oxon. 1682. 

1 Qua de re non inordinate agimus, si, ex libris licet non ca- 
7!ti u-i.":, stnl tamen ad sedificationem ecclesiae editis, testimo- 
nium proferamus. Gregor. Magn. Moral, in Job. lib. xix. 
c. IS. 

Yet, with this evidence staring him in the face (unless, in 
deed. In- were shamefully ignorant of its existence), Dr. Tre- 
vi-ra has actually the hardihood to assure the english laic, with 
whom he professes to correspond, that the Reformers of the 
sixteenth century removed the Maccabean History from the 
Canon, purely to rid themselves of the troublesome testimony, 
which it bears to mortuary supplications and thence im plica- 
lively (as he fancies) to the doctrine of Puriratory ! Discuss. 
Amie. left. xiii. vol. ii. p. , c . 1-6. The truth is, it was foisted 
into the Canon by the latin divines tor the evident purpose of 
propping up a superstition, which receives no countenance from 
the I fMiiine Canon cither of the Old or of the New Testament. 
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West were not sufficient to put to open shame, 
both the Tridentine Fathers who dared to obtrude 
the mere uninspired Maccabean History as canon 
ical, and such writers as Mr. Berington and Dr. 
Trevern who (in defiance of the evidence of Ruf- 
finus and the wise admonition of Cyril) actually 
adduce a passage from that History as an inspired 
authority for the settlement of a point of faith : 
the author of that identical Work, after lauding 
the deed of a deliberate suicide, finally employs 
language, which is altogether incompatible with 
any intelligible idea of a divine inspiration . / 
will here, says he, make an end of my discourse. 
If, indeed, it has been carried on handsomely and 
worthily of the subject ; this also is what I desired: 
but, if slenderly and meanly ; I have at least done 
my best 2 . No really inspired writer could, either 
praise an act of self-murder as a glorious and 
heroic exploit, or speak in such modestly depre 
ciating and apologising terms respecting a com 
position which in all future ages was to be received 
as a portion of God s own word to his people. 

The whole pretended scriptural proof, then, of 
the doctrine of a Purgatory, as set up by the theo 
logians of the Church of Rome, rests upon a sin 
gle solitary passage : which, in the first place, 



1 See 2 Mace. xiv. 37 46. 

8 Kcu avroQ avrodi Ka.ra.Tra.vffu) TOV \6yov. Kai, el p.v 

KO.I EvOtKTWG TTJ VWFO&tj TOVTO Kill a.VTl)Q J/foXov* (I $ VT\&lt;t&gt;C 

TOVTO iiKTov &gt;} al. 2 Mace. xv. 37. i/8. 
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never once mentions Purgatory ; which, in the 
second place, cannot be made to establish the 
existence of a Purgatory, without also teaching 
that the inmates of that temporary mansion may 
1)0 persons who have died in the act of mortal sin 
unrepented of; and which, in the third place, 
occurs in a Work, rejected by the early Catholic 
Church both of the East and of the West from 
the Canon of inspired Scripture, encomiastic of 
the manful and noble death of self-murder, and 
apologetically confessed by its nameless author to 
have been executed only to the best of his ability. 

III. If the revealed word of God, whether in 
the New Testament or in the Old Testament, be 
altogether silent respecting the existence of a Pur 
gatory : it is utterly vain to seek for information 
on the subject from any mere uninspired mortal. 

Hence, in the very nature and necessity of 
things, even if, as an historical fact, it could be 
evidentially established, that tlie early Church be- 
/icrcd and taught the doctrine of a Purgatory: 
still, we should have nothing substantiated, save 
that the early Church, departing in this instance 
too soon from the simplicity of the faith, had pre 
sumptuously dared to teach a doctrine, which is 
no where propounded in the inspired Scriptures 
either of the Greek or of the Hebrew Canon. 

But, though such would be the sole result even 
of the establishment of the fact in question, my 
veneration for the primitive Church and my un 
willingness to see her charged with an unscrip- 



5 
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tural superstition prompt me to inquire, whether 
the passages from Tertullian and Cyprian and 
Origen, adduced for that purpose by Dr. Trevern 
or Mr. Berington, are sufficient for its evidential 
establishment l . 

1. I^ow, even on a mere rapid inspection of 
the alleged testimony, it is impossible not to be 
struck, both with its miserable scantiness, and 
with its comparative lateness. 

(1.) The Fathers of the three first centuries, 
whose writings, either wholly or partially have 
come down to us, may be roughly estimated as 
in number exceeding twenty : and, out of these, 
the sole even pretended vouchers for the primi 
tive belief in the doctrine of a Purgatory, whom 
the painful industry of Dr. Trevern and Mr. Be 
rington has been able to discover, amount pre 
cisely to the sum of three. 

(2.) Woefully scanty as is this meagre muster- 
roll, the comparative lateness of the individuals 
who are by name summoned to the ecclesiastical 
parade, is equally unsatisfactory. 

Omitting all the Fathers of the first and all the 
other Fathers of the second century, though many 
of them treat of matters transacted beyond the 
grave, Mr. Berington is content to give, as his 
very earliest witness, Tertullian ; who, according 
to his own statement, flourished from the year 

1 Discuss. Amic. lett. xiii. vol. ii. p. 243. Faith of Cathol. 
p. 354357. 
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191 to the year 216 l : and, with Tertullian, lie 
and Dr. Trevern are willing to associate Cyprian 
and Origen ; who, still according 1 to his own state 
ment, were actively living, the one from the year 
21S to the year 258, the other from the year 203 
to the year 254 2 . 

Thus, confessedly, we have not a si tig fa witness 
for the first century, and only one for the second: 
that solitary witness, moreover, flourishing, not at 
the beginning of the second, but quite at its end 
and at the beginning of the third. Hence, even 
if the passages really proved what they have been 
adduced to prove, they would only establish the 
somewhat useless fact : that, about two hundred 
years after the birth of Christ, and about one hun 
dred years after the death of St. John the last sur- 
I icor of the Apostolic College, the Church, so far 
ax its practices were known to Terfit//ian,for what- 
erer reason, though certainly not from any scriptural 
authority, had begun to teach the doctrine of a Pur 
gatory. 

2. Some of the adduced passages speak of ob 
lations made for the dead: and the fact of those 
oblation* is thought to establish the early exist 
ence-, both of what the Latins call the sacrifice of 
Christ in the Mass, and of the unscriptural dogma 
now under consideration. 



Clironol. Table in Faith of Cathol. Introd. p. li. 
Ibid. 
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But the fallacy of any such notion has already 
been exposed : for the oblations in question were 
not the missal sacrifice of Christ for the quick and 
for the dead, as the modern Latins speak ; but 
they were simply spiritual sacrifices of praise and 
thanksgiving to God for the happy departure of 
the saints to glory. 

3. These matters being premised, we may now 
proceed to the direct testimony of our three wit 
nesses. 

(1.) Tertullian undoubtedly recommended, that 
prayers should be offered up for the benefit of the 
dead: and, from this perfectly well established 
fact, Mr. Berington, as the circumstance of his 
citing Tertullian apparently intimates, would have 
us infer, that TertuUian and his contemporaries 
held the doctrine of a Purgatory. 

The necessity of this liberal inference, to the 
cause of Mr. Berington and Dr. Trevern, is abund 
antly manifest. Tertullian recommends prayers 
for the dead: but he says not a syllable about 
Purgatory. Hence, unless the implied inference, 
required by Mr. Berington, be just ; it is nugatory 
to cite Tertullian, as a witness in favour of that 
doctrine. 

From an ignorance of the notions prevalent 
among the Christians at the end of the second 
and at the beginning of the third century, nothing 
is more common than hastily to fancy ; that 
Prayers for the dead, and The doctrine of a Purga- 
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/on/, are strict correlatives : for Why, it is asked, 
should men pray for the dead, an re to (Mirer their 
souls from the pains of Purgatory ? 

lint these two matters are, ///. no wise, correla- 
tiv&lt; The early Christians, who symbolised in 
opinion with Tcrtullian, prayed, indeed, for the 
dead : but they thus prayed, on a principle totally 
different from that which has been adopted by the 
modern Church of Rome. Even in one of the 
passages cited from Tertullian by Mr. Berington 
himself, the ground of such prayers is very dis 
tinctly stated : and, in another passage which has 
not been cited by him, the same statement is re 
peated. By these early Christians, prayers were 
offered up for the dead, not that they might be 
deli cered from an imaginary Purgatory, but that 
they might he partakers of the Jirst resurrection in- 
xteud of waiting for the Jast \ Hence the offering 
up of prayers for the dead, by Tertullian and his 
symbolising contemporaries, affords not the slight- 
proof, that the primitive Church held the doc 
trine of a Purgatory. 



1 Pro anima cjus oret : ct refrigcrium interim adpostuk-t ei 
ft in prima rcsurrcctione consortium. Tertull. de monogam. 
10. Opcr. p. 578. 

In Minima, (junm carccrcni ilium, quod Evangclium demon- 
strat, m/ero* intelligimus ; et ntiri\siminn yuadrattttm, modicum 
ijuorjitt diliilinn nuird rcxnr&gt;r&lt;.-li HIS illic Inentlnni, interpn-ta- 
nnir : lu-mo dnhitabit unimam alitmid pt-nsan 1 ])ciH s \\\i\ 

r snrn-ctionis pU-nitudiiu-. p-.-r rann-m qiuxjiK . J ortnll. 

aiiim. Opcr. p. 689. 

N 
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It will probably be urged, that Tertullian re 
commends prayers for the dead, not only that 
they may partake of the first resurrection, but 
likewise that in their separate state they may ex 
perience refreshment l . Now refreshment implies 
release from pain : and release from pain implies 
a Purgatory. 

Nothing can be more fallacious, than such in 
ductive reasoning. What Tertullian meant by 
this refreshment, he himself, in yet another place, 
unequivocally declares. The expression, in his 
use of it, set forth, not a release from pain, but an 
enjoyment of positive though imperfect happiness, 
on the part of the just, from the very moment of 
their dissolution, in that separate abode of holy dis 
embodied spirits which Tertullian supposes our Lord 
to distinguish by the appellation of Abraham s bo 
som 2 . A prayer, therefore, for the refreshment of 
the deceased, whether such a prayer be scriptu- 
rally warrantable or not, imports, at all events, 

1 Refrigerium. 

1 Earn itaque regionem siniun dico Abralice ; et, si non coe- 
lestem, sublimiorem tamen inferis, interim refrigerium praebi- 
turam animabus justorum, donee consummatio rerum resurrec- 
tionem omnium plenitudine mercedis expungat Quod si aeter- 
nus repromittitur, et ascensus in coelum aedificatur a Creatore, 
promittente etiam semen Abrahae velut Stellas coeli futurum, 
utique ob coolestem promissionem ; salva ex promissione, cur 
non capiat sinum Abrahce dici temporale aliquod animarum 
fidelium receptaculum, in quo jam delinietur futuri imago, ac 
Candida quaedam utriusque judicii prospiciatur ? Tertull. adv. 
Marcion. lib. iv. 51. Oper p. 275. 
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nothing more than a petition : that a departed 
.sou I might rest in Abraham s bosom ////// / tltc day of 
resurrection ; instead of being consigned to the se 
parate abode of rcieked disembodied spirits, rcliere 
thei/ remain in fearful anticipation of their final 
sentence at the daij of judgment . 

Whatever might be the general practice of the 
Church in the days of Tertullian,, it is clear, that 
prayers for the dead had been introduced even 
into public worship antecedently to the time of 
Constantino: for we find a prayer of this descrip 
tion in the old Clementine Liturgy,, which was 
earlier than the reign of that Emperor. I con 
sider that prayer as specially valuable : because 
it throws a strong and distinct light upon the no 
tions, which were prevalent in the third century. 
Supplication is made in it, that God would pardon 
the sins of the indii idual deceased, and that he 



1 Accordingly, this idea is distinctly set forth by Tertullian. 

Oimu s iT _ r o anima? penes inferos, in&lt;aiis. Velis ac nolis et 
Mppliciajam illie et refrip ria, babes pauperem et divitem : et, 
quiii (b\tuli uescio quid ad hanc parteni, jam opportune in clau- 
ralam reddam. Gur enim non putes animam et puniri et foveri 
in inli ris interim, sub expectatione utriusque judicii, in (jnadani 
iisnr|)atione et Candida ejns . J ertull. de anini. Oper. p. 688. 

1 Ins |i;i;im- is absdlutfly fatal to tbe doctrine of a I vn-fia- 

tory. According to the speculation of Tertnllian, tbe abode of 

sjnrits is divided into two mansions. In tbe one, the 

piou- witt frefri^eria with a blissful anticipation 

"1 future perfect happiness : in the other, the wicked .w///Jr 

snpplicia : i whieli ])unisbineut eon.&gt;i&gt;ts in a fearful 

anticipation of an eternity &lt;f positive mis, 

x 2 
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would place him in the blessed rest of Abraham s 
bosom whence sorrow and pain and lamentation Jl.ee 
away \ As for any deliverance from Purgatory, 
not a word is said, not a hint is given, respecting 
it. On the contrary, the language employed 
even expressly disavows the existence of any such 
scripturally unrecognised mansion. 

77/6? souls of all live with thee ; and in thy hand 
are the spirits of the just, WHOM TORMENT SHALL 
IN NO WISE TOUCH : for all the sanctified are under 
thy hands. Look, therefore, upon this thy servant, 
whom thou hast chosen and removed to another con 
dition: and pardon him his sins, both voluntary and 
involuntary. Make the angels benevolent to him : 



tp avairavffafj.vu)v iv \piartp a 

OTTIOQ O (f&gt;l\avdpti)7TOQ GfOf, 6 TTpOCTCt^flfJieVOQ UVTtiV T1]V 

Trapeicr) CLVTIJJ TTUV a/J.a.pTT]/J.a. eKovtriov Kal hfOVffiOV cat, 
KOI tvfJLErrjs yf.vop.f.voQ, cararcisjj fig ^ 
etg KoXirov Afipaap Kal I&lt;raa/c cat Iaicw/3, fj-tra. TTO.VTUV TUJV air 
fvapf(T-r)ffavT&lt;t)v cat TCOirioavTiov TO 6l\r{fj.a avrov ivQa. 
, odvvrj, cat XUTTJJ, cat (TTf.vayp.6q. Orat. pro mort. in 
Liturg. Clement, apud Const. Apost. lib. viii. c. 41. 

The very commencement of this prayer, Let us pray for our 
brethren who REST in Christ, is irreconcileable with the doc 
trine of a purgatory, into which, according to Dr. Trevern, 
even the best of us must enter, for the purpose of being puri 
fied from our slightest stains. A suffering abode in Purgatory, 
the pains of which, in the judgment of the most approved latin 
doctors, though but temporary in duration, equal those of Hell 
in point of intensity, were but a sorry REST in Christ for our 
departed brethren, who, as Dr. Trevern speaks, doivent etre 
purifies de leurs moindres souillares. Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. 
p. 243. Note. 
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and place him in the bosom of the patriarch* and 
flic propliets (uid the apostle* and all those n 1/o 
liare been pleasing to theej rom. tke beginning of the 
u urld ; iv //ere is neither grief nor pain nor lamen 
tation ; but where is the quiet abode of the pious 
and (lie still land of the npriglit, eren of those who 
in it behold the glory of thi/ Christ . 

Thus, I think, to prove the early belief of a 
Purgatory, from the language of Tertullian re 
specting prayers for the dead, is indeed a task 
most deplorably hopeless. 

(2.) We have next to inquire, whether Cyprian 
will stand the doctrine of the Roman Church in 
any better stead than Tertullian. 

It must be confessed, that a passage, to all ap 
pearance not a little promising, has been adduced 
from the Epistles of that Father : for he actually 
speaks, of men being cleansed for sins through the 
tuffering of long pain, and even of their being long 



at \lsv%al vapa. iroi w&lt;ri KUI -6&gt;v ciKaiuv ra TTVf.vfjuj.Ta 
iy rjji \tipi aov tlaiv, 3&gt;v ov pif d\^i]Tai /Jtiffavof irdvrtQ yap 
viro rac ^e7pac aov flair. Auroc Kal i&gt;vv tmce ITTI 
2oi&gt;X6v aov TOVII, ov e^\^w lau Trpoffe\a/3ou etQ trioav 



avyxwprjtror avrw, t"i 71 eK wv / 

r Trapdarrjaov awrw icat k arara^o* O.VTOV Iv 



ca 

riL&gt; UTT" alwvoq aoi tvapforr/fftu rwr OTTOV ovx tvt \virrj, 
/, Kai arfraypof dXXa x^P ^ ivtrepwv tiriifiiroc, Kai yij 
tvQtiuv avvn\ i]^i(vr], Ktu rwi tf avrrj ttpun Tiav rt}f &lt; &lt; _ui row 
-~ov aov. Oral, pro mort. in Lit \II\LT. C k incnt. ajnul 
t. lih. viii. f. 11. 
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purged in fire itself 1 . But, promising as the pas 
sage may appear, I regret to say, that I know not 
how to excuse Mr. Berington and Dr, Trevern 
from absolute dishonesty, save by the imputa 
tion of somewhat disgraceful ignorance. 

Theplace before us refers, not to any Purga 
tory in a future state of existence, but simply to 
the allegorical fire of penitential austerities in this 
world : a fire, in which, by the early discipline of 
the Church, it was required, that the lapsed 
should for an appointed season exercise them 
selves. 

Nor is this account of the passage a mere eva 
sion of an interested adversary. As the whole 
context of the place, both antecedent and subse 
quent, though prudently suppressed by Dr. Tre 
vern and Mr. Berington, distinctly shews, that 
Cyprian is treating of penance in this world : so, 
by a commentator of their own communion, the 
learned Rigaltius, this just and natural explana 
tion of it is actually given 2 . Yet, as if the pas- 

1 Pro peccatis longo dolore cruciatum emundari et purgari 
diu igne. Cyprian. Epist. Iv. ut supra. 

2 Disputat Cyprianus, de lapsis ad poenitentiain, hoc est, ad 
veniam et Ecclesiam, recipiendis. Nam, post impetratam 
poenitentiam, ea rite peracta, poenitentibus venia datur, pax et 
Ecclesia redditur lapsis, puta libellatis et turificatis. Ac varias 
quidem intercedere, ait, circumstantias et figuras delictorum ; 
pro quibus, Episcoporum arbitrio, temperari poenitentia debeat. 
Hoc tanicn interesse, quod cum libellatis mitius agi debere, 
multa suadeant. Contradicebant Episcopi nonnulli, ideo 
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s;it;e stood in an insulated form without any elu 
cidating context, and as if their own Iligaltius had 

maxime negandam esse pccnitentiam lapsis, quod, laxata semel 
discipline reuula, maximum sequerctur Ecclesiae detrhmntum, 
ft in Mumno periculo versaretur fidei Cl)ristianae tenor. Nam 
(jiiis deinceps pro nomine Christ! martyria non fugiat, aut 
vitam (|iiacun([iie ratione suam non redimat, qui lapsis pceni- 
teiitue tenipus coneedi debere intellexerit ? Hoc vero non ita 
metuendmn ess&lt;.-, Cyprianus ait. Etenim longe aliam esse 
conditionem lapsorum ; aliam, confessorum sive martyrum. 
I In.-, statim paradiso recipi, de gloria, de mercede, de corona, 
certos : illos ad veniam stare, anxios et sollicitos, quid statuat 
ac decernat Episcopus ; et an pcenitentia? tempus indicat tarn 
lonirinn, &lt;{uam esse debitor! solet carceris tedium, unde non 

nit, donee solvant novissimum quadrantem ; an forma 
poenitentias futura sit tarn atrox, pro qualitate scilicet criminis. 
ut per cineres et pulverem volutari, per jejuniorum tristitiam, 
perdue ciliciorum asperitatem macerari, per gcmitus et suspiria, 
cord -tuantis dolorem clare loquentia, velut metallum 

iirnilms ardt-ntissiinis excoqui ac purgari debeant; et, post haec 
omnia tandem, aut si qua infirmitas urserit, aegre recepti, in 
tlit-m judicii, ad sententiam Domini pendeant reservati. Cum 
sit, igitur, tanta poena proposita lapsis ut eventus incerti 

itcntiam adipiscantur, tarn certa vero tamque praesens 
martyri gloria ; non esse, cur ad fugienda martyria fideles in- 
vitari pu-nitcntia videantur. Rigah. in Cyprian. Epist. Iv. 
apud Cy])rian. Oper. vol. ii. p. 109. 

It Dr. Trevern and Mr. Be rington were acquainted witli this 
connnent of tlu-ir able and honest feUow-religionisi Rigaltius : 
wliat ^IlalI \vt- think of their c-oiiduct, in adducing, without the 

u st notice of it, a pi-rlectly invhn ant passage of Cyj&gt;rian 
as i- 1 &gt; &lt;&gt; I lie idctrinc of a future Pttrgatory t they them 

selves at iiittlltj lawn-ing that the passage nax irrelevant ? If 

ucre unaccmainted with tlie comment of Rigaltius : what 
shall we think of their theoloiric-il competency to erect, from 
the atti station of the early Fathers as Mr. Ii.Tington -peaks, 
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never written ; this identical passage is gravely 
adduced, by two latin theologians of the nine 
teenth century, for the purpose of exhibiting, to 
their unsuspicious laic readers, the venerable Cy 
prian as a primitive witness for the doctrine of 
Purgatory . 

(3.) Of the three alleged witnesses for the pri 
mitive existence of the doctrine of Purgatory, 
Origen alone remains : and, as he is in truth de 
livering, not the sentiments of the Church, but a 
mere private speculation of his own, anathema 
tised, with sundry others of his whimsical phan 
tasies, by the fifth ecumenical Council which sat 
at Constantinople in the year 553 ; so I have 
once more to complain, that our two zealous 
Roman Divines have sedulously avoided putting 

a monument of the antiquity and perpetuity of the faith of the 
Catholics of the United Kingdom ? See title and dedication of 
The Faith of Catholics. 

To mislead the unsuspicious Laity by the bold adduction of 
pretended authorities, which cannot be verified save by a not 
always easy resort to a library of reference, is a disgraceful and 
unhallowed practice, which cannot be too strongly reprobated. 
By Mr. Berington s formal citation of the passage in Cyprian, 
under the head of proofs of Purgatory from the Fathers, the 
great bulk of his readers, I make no doubt, have been fully 
satisfied, that the martyred Bishop of Carthage in the third 
century symbolised, on the article of a future Purgatory, with 
the modern Church of the Latins. 

1 For the direct and distinct evidence of Cyprian against 
the doctrine of a Purgatory, evidence carefully suppressed both 
by Mr. Berington and by Dr. Trevern, see below, book ii. 
chap. 5. II. 0. 
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their nailers in possession of the real merits of 
the case . 

Origen, rejecting the old established doctrine 
of the Church Catholic, maintained, that Hell is 
(i I ij a tanporar if abode, that the punishment of the 
condemned in not eternal, and that all intelligent 
/H itt&lt;r.t av7/ he finally restored to order and happi 
ness. 

This notion, of plain necessity, produced, as it 
has since also among some of the modern Soci- 
nians similarly produced, the doctrine of a Pur 
gatory . For, if the torments of Hell be not 
eternal, and if those torments are designedly effi 
cacious to reclaim and to refine the sufferers in 

1 II TripTTTTi ffvi OCOQ yiyovtv "nrl lovyrtrtarov /3a&lt;Ti\e wc TOV 

TTEITC dytwv irarepwy (rvyeXduvrwv lv 
tTTfKvpiaaf. ra coyyuarKrfcVra VTTO r/c 
ffvvoCov, Ktil roi/c *. ar afrrifC /jXa^^oviTaf 
, iiyovy Q.ptyf.i Tjy Kal ra avrou &trtpij cvyfjiara vat 
Bals. apiul Beveridg. Synod, vol. i. p. 150. 

II TT^ITTTT} ffVl OCOQ ariQtp.ClTlfft KO.I QpiytVlfV KCll TO. CtVTOV 

urrtpr/ avyypappaTa Knl aXXoicora fdy/zara. Zonar. Ibid. 

Tliis Council did not put forth any Canons : Kavome it &gt;/ 
rotauTTj o-uroCoc OVK e^t Otro : but it is commonly understood 
and allowed, that, among the speculations of Origen condemned 
by it, were the following. 1. The preexistence of souls. 
The rotundity of all human bodies after their resurrection. 
3. Tin- non-eternity of future punishment. 

The. last of these speculations produced that identical Pur- 
&gt;ry of Origen, which Mr. Berington gravely adduces in 
r\ idence for the primitive antiquity of the latin doctrine of a 
Purgatory. 

Carpi. Bxam. of Abp. Magee t Charges, p. 
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order to their final admission into celestial glory : 
Hell, in the established ecclesiastical sense of the 
word, has no existence ; and its place is forthwith 
occupied by a Purgatory of only temporary dura 
tion. 

Suet was the Purgatory, struck out by the in 
ventive genius of Origen, and condemned with 
various other speculations by the second general 
Council of Constantinople. 

Having thus annihilated Hell, and having thus 
supplied its place with a purgatory (which differs, 
however, not a little, in point of arrangement, 
from the accredited Purgatory of the modern 
Latin Church) ; Origen had next to undertake 
the somewhat arduous task of establishing his 
novel speculation by the authority of Scripture. 
This he attempted to perform, by adducing in 
evidence the well-known text from St. Paul s first 
Epistle to the Corinthians. Mr. Berington, in his 
free abridgement (for translation it is not) of the 
passage from Origen which has been given in an 
accurate form by myself, would fain exhibit that 
Father, as speaking the received doctrine of the 
Church on the topic of Purgatory, and as ex 
pounding unhesitatingly the probative text of the 
Apostle according to its unvaried and universally 
admitted interpretation. But, in every way, such 
an exhibition of Origen is grossly inaccurate. The 
learned, though fanciful, Catechist of Alexandria 
gives us his own insulated private reasoning, not 
the doctrine of the Church which in truth he had 
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rejected: and, in the very midst of the passage 
(though Mr. Berington has been pleased to sup- 
jm s* the acknowledgment, not even so much as 
noting its omission by the common conventional 
mark indicative of non-continuous citation), in- 
Mead of quoting the probative text with the full 
confidence of a man who knew that he was se 
curely building upon its universally admitted ex 
position, he fairly owns that it is very difficult to 
be understood l . Confessedly, therefore, he would 
establish his novel speculation, of a Hell trans 
mitted into a Purgatory, by a text so obscure, that 
he himself very creditably acknowledged (though 
his honest acknowledgment is suppressed by 

() ruTTHi ;)j i vac u r, tiros rr^ocpa. Orig. in Jerem. Honiil. 
xvi. Oper. vol. i. p. 155. 

This acknowledgment is omitted by Mr. Berington, where, 
in my version of the cited passage, I have duly placed the mark 
of non-continuous quotation. Mr. Berington, in short, writes 
follows. 

Hut this fire consumes not (he creature, but what the creature 

has himself built, wood and hay and stubble. First, therefore, 

Differ on account of our transgressions : and, then, we re- 

/ r&lt; irard. 

\\ hereas, even according to his own slovenly version, he 
ought to have written. 

Hut this fire consumes not the creature, but what the creature 
has himself built, wood and hay and stubble First, therefore, 
offer on account of our transgression* : and, then, we rc&lt; 

ird, 

Mr. Berington, without the slightest notice to his reader, 
lias deliberately omitted Onsen s acknowledgment of the ob- 
inty i)! tde text, \\hero I have placed the mark . 
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MY. Berington) the absolute uncertainty of its 
import. 

Nor is this all. At a subsequent period, and in 
his last and best production, Origen himself re 
linquished that interpretation of the text, upon 
which he was content to build his purgatorial hy 
pothesis. In his Work against Celsus, he con 
siders the text, as referring to God s providential 
punishment of sin in this world : arguing, with 
some acuteness, that we cannot legitimately deem 
the fire mentioned by the Apostle to be a literal 
or material fire, unless, what is a plain absurdity, 
we also deem the objects consumed by it to be 
literal or material wood and hay and stuble \ 

Whether his final interpretation of the text be 
strictly correct, is nothing to our present purpose : 
the gloss of the more ancient Tertullian, who, by 
the wood and the liaij and the stuble, understands 
erroneous doctrines, incapable, like the Imperishable 
gold, of bearing the test of the figurative crucible, 

1 Karafialvsi yap 6 Gtoc airo TOV lliov /j-eyldovg Kal tyovQ, 
OTf. TO. ru&gt;y avQpwTrwv Kal paXiara TUIV 0au\wv OIKOVO/JLE I E;rd&gt; 
ovv \l-yrjrat irvp tlvat KUTaraXiffKov, ?jrou//Ev TiVa TrptTrei viro 
Qeov KaravaXiffKeffdai; Kal (paper, on TIJV KO.KIO.V, Kal ra VTT 
avTijg Trparro/xtva, Kal rpOTTiKurQ \"/6uei&gt;a ,v\a rival Kal -^oprov 
Kal KaXcijui)) , KararaXivKti o Otoc wg vvp. ^7rotKoSofj.ely yovv 
6 (bavXoe \e~yerai r&lt;5 7rpoi/7ro/3/3XTj^ii ^ \oyiK&lt;jj deueXiw E,v\a Kal 
yji ipTOV Kal voXcl^t*)?. Ei pet ovv l-^ei (tei^ai aXXwg vevofjffdai 
ravra ry d^ayjoa^/avn, Kal crufjLariKwQ cvvarai rtg irapatrrijertu 
iTTOixorouovi Ta TOV &lt;bav\or t&gt;Xa i\ y^oprov ?*/ Ka\dfj,r)v ?rj\ov, 
OTI Kal TO Trvp v\iKvv Kal alffB^Tov vorjdtjfftTat., Orig. cont. Cels. 
lib. iv. p. 168. 
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is ]&gt;rol)ul)ly more accurate, while it is equally use 
less to the latin demonstraters of a future purga 
tory . Be that, however, as it may, the cautious 
inquirer will now perceive, that, if the proof of 
the primitive helief in that Tridentine Article of 
thi- Roman Faith is to rest upon Origen : it will 
indeed rest upon nothing more substantial than a 
reed, not very strong even in itself, but fractured 
most unmercifully by the authoritative infallibility 
of the fifth Ecumenical Council. 

IV. Yet, why need I press the question of evi 
dence any further . It has been fairly given up, 
both by Barns and by Fisher, a Roman Presbyter 
and a Roman Cardinal as a matter altogether 
hopeless. 

I unishment in Purgatory, says Father Barns, /.v 
a doctrine seated in human opinion. Neither front 
Xrripture, nor from the Fathers, nor from the earlier 
( nttncik, can it he firmly deduced. Nay, with sub- 
Mission to better judgment, the contrary opinion 
more conformable to them 2 . 



Qui (Christus) futurus csset fundamentum credentium in 
, super quod prout quisque superstruxerit dignam scilicet 
vcl mdignua doctrinam, si opus ejus per ignem probabitur, si 
merces illi per ignem rependetur, Creatoris est : quia per ijriu iii 
indicator vestra supera&gt;diticatio, utique sui iundamenti, id est, 
MU Cliristi. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. v. 11. Oper. p. 304. 

Punitio ergo in Purgatorio est res in opinione humana 

posita: qua?, nee ex Scripturis nee Patribus nee Conciliis, de- 

duu pm, st fmniter. Imnio, *alv&lt;&gt; meliore judicio, opposita 

M-ntfiitin i i&gt; conformior vidi-tur. Ham. Catliolico-Rom. Pacif. 

ix. litt. ]&gt;, ad fin. Paraliji. cin-d by Sti]linrH cct . 
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Many, perhaps, says Cardinal Fisher of Roches 
ter, arc induced not to place so great a confidence 
in indulgences, because their use in the Church 
seems to be more recent, and because it has only 
very lately been found among Christians. To these 
I answer, that we cannot certainly determine with 
whom they first originated. Among the ancients, 
there was either no mention, or at least very rare 
mention, of Purgatory : and, to this day, the Greeks 
believe not in its existence l . Nor zvas the belief 
either of Purgatory or of Indulgences so necessary 
in the primitive Church, as it now is. While there 



learned Prelate mentions also Alphonsus a Castro, Polyclore, 
Petrus a Soto, Perionius, Bulenger, and Petrus Picherellus, 
as honestly making a similar confession. Among these, Piche 
rellus says : There is no fuel to be fcutid in Scripture, either to 
kindle or to maintain the fire of Purgatory. Picherell. de Missa. 
c. ii. p. 150. 

Thus determines the eminently learned Bishop Fisher of 
Rochester : let us now hear Bishop Trevern of Strasbourg, 

ALL ANTIQUITY speaks of an intermediate place, where souls, 
before they enter into heaven, must be purified from the slightest 
stains of iniquity. Discuss. Amic. lett. xiii. vol. ii. p. 243. 
Note. 

Dr. Trevern s comprehensive Toute VAnti finite, even accord 
ing to his own shewing, commences, not in the apostolic age, 
but with Cyprian and Origen, both of whom flourished about 
the middle of the third century : and, with respect to these two 
Fathers who are thus compelled to usher in ALL ANTIQUITY, 
Cyprian knew nothing of any doctrine of a Purgatory, and 
Origen s substitution of a temporary Purgatory in the place of 
an eternal hell was condemned by the fifth Ecumenical Council 
as an heretical nnd impious speculation. 
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I no care respecting Pnrgatorif, there was no in- 
(/itir// (d)ont Indulgences: far, on Purgatory, (lie 
whole estimation of Indulgence* depends. Take 
a:ca// Purgatori/ : and u hat need rv/7/ there be of 
Indulgence* ? Since, then, Purgatory av/.v no lately 
knoicn ami received hi/ (lie C at/totic Ckurch: tcho 
can icondcr, that there should hare been no use of 
Indulgences in tlie nascent Church at the begin 
ning ? 

These confessions are abundantly honest and 
abundantly true : whether they be altogether po 
litical, is another question. The modern Roman- 
may, if they please, receive, with implicit cre- 

1 Multos, fortasse, movet indulgentiis istis non usqueadeo 
ful -re, quod earmn usus in Ecclcsia videatur fuisse recentior, 
et admodum sero rcpertus apnd Christianos. Quibus ego re- 
spondeo, non certo constare a quo primum tradi cceperunt. 
De purgatorio apnd priscos nulla, vel qnam rarissima, fiebat 
nu-ntio. Sed ct Graecis, ad hunc usque diem, non est creditum 
porgatorimn essc. Nee tain necessaria fuit sive purgatorii seu 
indnlgeotuurum fides in primitiva Ecclesia, atque mine est. 
Quamdiu nulla fuerat de purgatorio cura, nemo quessivit indul- 
gentiai : nam ex illo pendet omnis indulgentiarum existimatio. 
Si tollas purgatorhnn, quorsum indulgentiis opus erit? Quum, 
itatjiu-, purgatorium tarn sero cognitum ac receptum Ecclesiae 
fiu-rit rni\iTs;i&gt;: cmis jam de indulgentiis mirari potest, quod, 
in principio nascentis Ecclesiae, null us fuerit earum usus ? 
Fi&gt;luT. Kottt-ns. cont. Lutlu-r. art. xviii. Oper. p. 196. Wirce- 
liurg. 1. 

There certainly is something, which closely approximates to 
the tndicrous, in this simple-minded or (as the French would 
r\|.n nhrel) -ay) naive contession of the worthy English Car 
dinal. 
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dulity, the doctrine of Purgatory, upon the mere 
strength of the tridentine decision in the sixteenth 
century : but its truth rests upon no evidence, 
either of canonical Scripture, or of the three first 
ages. 



CHAPTER VI. 



SAINT-WORSHIP, IMAGE-WORSHIP, RELIC-WORSHIP, 
CROSS-WORSHIP. 



THE Church of Rome inculcates upon her mem 
bers, anathematising all those who presume to 
differ from her, the worship of saints and Images 
and relics and crosses. 

I have no special concern with those ingenious 
distinctions, between Latria and Dnlia, between 
Positive Worship and Relative Worship, which she 
has devised for the purpose of escaping the very 
natural and obvious charge of gross idolatry; dis 
tinctions, which, in actual practice, and sometimes 
even in unreserved declarations of certain exag 
gerating doctors (as the Bishop of Strasbourg 
s] ic-aks ), are found but too often to vanish alto 
gether; distinctions moreover, which, at least in 
the case of relative image-worship and cross- 
worship and relic-worship, have been borrowed 
from the strictly homogeneous theory of ancient 

Discuss. Ainic. vol. ii. p. 271, ^"i l, 
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Paganism : since the Roman Church declares, 
that that worship, however modified or disguised, 
was always prevalent in the Catholic and Apos 
tolic Church, was received in the primitive times 
of the Christian Religion, was confirmed by the 
consenj; of the holy Fathers, and was ratified by 
the decrees of the sacred Councils ; she un 
doubtedly, with whatever prudence, brings the 
alleged FACT of such primeval and universal wor 
ship to the simple test of historical investigation 2 . 

Deos, inquitis, per simulachra veneramur Fortasse dice- 
tis : Qua causa ? Quia nemo est in rebus humanis tarn stolide 
caecus, qui, argentum, aes, aurum, gypsum, ebur, argillam, 
Deorum in numerum referat, ipsaque per se dicat vim habere 
atque obtinere divinam Sed erras, inquitis, et laberis : nam 
neque nos aera, neque auri argentique materias, neque alias 
quibus signa confiant, eas esse per se deos, et religiosa decer- 
nimus numina ; sed eos in his colimus, eosque veneramur, quos 
dedicatio infert sacra, et fabrilibus efficit inhabitare simulachrig. 
Arnob. actv. gent. lib. vi. p. 195. 200, 201. 203. Lugdun. 
Batav. 1651. 

I can discern no difference, in point of principle, between 
the relative image-worship of Paganism and the relative image- 
worship of Popery. In fact, as any person will perceive who 
takes the trouble of reading it, the whole dispute of Arnobius 
with a Pagan is, when the mere names of the venerated objects 
are changed, the precise dispute of a Protestant with a Papist. 
H iftcofjii] KO.I oiKWftfViK^ (Tvi oSog yiyovtv, liri rije /3aertXe/og 
mi E/p/yi ^c ri/c /"?~poc CIVTOV, rpiuKoaiw ic,r)KOv- 
ra. ITTTO. ayiwv Trctrlpwv, adpoioOst Tinv iv Ntvcu p rijc Btflimag, 
Kara r&v eiKOfopd-^wj , i lyovv xpeorta^ovarjjyopw^. "Hri TO.Q 







rw rov rt/uov aravpov rinrtf), Ka r riav 
traptiSttKev ovrw ae /3fr0ot rove TVTTOVS TOV TrpocrX/y/i/taroc 
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Hence her ecclesiastics stand pledged, not only 
to receive and inculcate the practice upon the 



rov Ki oiou teal r/c iwrov affTrcipoic Kill bffirrttf TfKovffrjg 

MH Tin"; TM\ uy&lt;W (LTruv-wr, Zonar. aj)iul Bever. Synod. 

vol. i. ]&gt;. 281. Sec also Concil. Nic. secund. act. i. Lal&gt;l&gt;. 

Concil. vol. vii. p. 00, Gl, 50, 57. act. vi. p. 5-H. act. vii. p. 

556, 584. 

Mandat sancta Synodus omnibus episcopis et caeteris docendi 
munus curamque sustinentibus, ut juxta Catholicse et Aposto- 
lic;e Ecclesiae usuni, primaevis Christianae Religionis temporibus 
ri-i-i-ptum, saiK i tonini([jie Patrum consensioncm, et sacrorum 
Concilioruin dec rot a, in primis dc Sanctorum intercessione, in.- 
vocatiouc, Reliquiarum l.onore, et legitimo imaginum usu, 
fuU-les diligenter instruant ; docentes tx)s, Sanctos, una cum 
Cliristo reunantes, orationes suas pro hominibus Deo offerre ; 
liniinni ai([iu utile esse, supplieiter eos invocare ; et, ob bene- 
(ic-ia unpetranda a Deo pi-r lilium ejus Jesum Christum Domi- 
nuin nostrum, (jni solus noster Redemptor et Salvator est, ad 
coi inn orationes, opem, uxfliumque," confugere : illos v-ero, 
i i)&lt; jr;mt Sanctos, acterna felicitate in coelo fruentes, invo- 
e&gt;se ; aut qui assernnt, vel illos pro bominibus non 
oran- ; vel rorum, ut pro nobis etiam singuli^ orent, invocatio- 
nem CSM idololatriam ; vel pugnare cum verbo Dei, adversa- 
ri(j&gt;u- Iionori unius mediatoris Dei et homiimm Jesn Cbristi ; 
vel stultiun.esse, in coelo regnantibus, voce vel mente, suppli- 
eare ; impie sentire. Sanctormn quoque inartyruni et aliorum 
cum C liri&gt;to viventium sancta corpora, quae viva membra 
fuerunt C liristi et templum Spiritus Sancti, ab i})so ad a^ternam 
\ itam suscit::nda et glorificanda, a fideiibus veneranda es&gt;e ; 
\\\x multa beneficia a Deo bominibus prvst:intur : ita ut 
afHrtiiaiites, Sanctorum relitjuiis venerationem attjue Lonoroni 
non debt-ri ; vel eas, aliaquc sacr.i momunenta, a lidelilxis inu- 
tiliter bonorari : attiiu-, eorum opis impetrand-e causa, Sancto 
rum memorias i rustra I reqiientai i : oninino damn; 
prout jamptidem ei&gt;&gt; ilamnaxit, t t mine etiam damnat Meelesia, 
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naked authority of the second Nicene Council in 
the eighth century and of the Council of Trent 
in the sixteenth century, but likewise to substan 
tiate the alleged FACT of the chronological univer 
sality and the apostolical origination of the practice 
itself. 

I. Now this task, somewhat mercilessly im 
posed by the Roman Church upon her Priest 
hood, can only be accomplished, partly by the 
evidence of Scripture, and partly by the concur 
rent unbroken testimony of the three first ages 
up to the very time of the earliest promulgation 
of Christianity. 

Accordingly, the high enterprise of its accom 
plishment has, after this precise manner, been 
most magnanimously undertaken by Dr. Trevern 
and Mr. Berington . 

Imagines porro Christi, deiparae Virginis, et aliorum Sancto 
rum, in templis praesertim habendas et retinendas ; eisque 
debitum honorem et venerationem impertiendam : non quod 
credatur inesse aliqua in iis divinitas vel virtus, propter quam 
sint colendae ; vel quod ab eis sit aliquid petendum ; vel quod 
fiducia in imaginibus sit figenda ; veluti olim fiebat a gentibus, 
quae in idolis spem suam collocabant : sed quoniam honos, qut 
eis exhibetur, refertur ad prototypa, quae illaj repraesentant ; 
ita ut, per imagines quas osculamur et coram quibus caput 
aperimus et procumbimus, Christum adoremus, et Sanctos, 
quorum illae similitudinem gerunt, veneremur : id, quod, Con- 
eiliorum praesertim vero secundae Nicaenae Synodi ^decretis 
contra imaginum oppugnatores, est sancitum. Concil. Trident, 
sess. xxv. p. 507, 508. 

1 Discuss. Amic. lett. xiv. xvii. vol. ii. p. 2G5 3.87. Faith 
of Cathol. p. 414417, 430434, 427, 428. 
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1. The proof from Scripture, or from what the 
Tridentinc Council with a splendid disregard of 
antiquity lias pronounced to be Scripture, is as 
sert id to be contained in the following several 
passages. 

(1.) Now, therefore, when thou didst pray, and 
Sarah thy dangliter-in-law, I (the angel Raphael) 
did bring ilu&gt; remembrance of your prayers before 
the U oil/ One: and, when thou didst bury the dead, 
I re as rcith thee likewise . 

(2.) This was his vision: that Onias, who had 
been high-priest, a virtuous and a good man, rever 
end in conversation, gentle, in condition, well spoken 
also, and exercised from a child in all points of 
virtue, holding up his hands, prayed for the whole 
body of the Jews. This done, in like manner there 
appeared a man with gray hairs and exceeding 
glorious, who was of a wonderful and excellent ma 
jesty. Then Onias answered, saying : This is a 
locer of the brethren, zvho prayeth much for the 
people and for the holy city, to wit, Jercmias the 
prophet of God ~. 

(3.) / say unto you, that likewise joy shall be in 
heaven over one sinner that repenteth, more than 
over ninety and nine just persons which need no re 
pentance. Likewise I say unto you: There is joy 
in /he presence of the angels of Cod over one sinner 
that repenteth 3 . 

Tohit xii. 1J. * 2 Murcab. xv. 12 14. 

Luke xv. 7. 10. In this IKI^-JIM . Mr. Berington, after the 
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(4.) And, when he had (alien the book, the four 
living crca lures and the four and hern I if eiders fell 
down before the Lamb, having every one of them 
harps and golden rials full of odours which are the 
prayers of saints l . 

(5.) "And he took the mantle of Elijah that fell 

from him ; and smote the waters ; and said : Where 

is the Lord God of Elijah ? And, when he had 

smitten the waters, they parted hither and thither : 

and Elisha went over 2 . 

(6.) And it came to pass as they were burying a 
man, that, behold, they spied a band of men : and 
they cast the man into the sepulchre of Elisha : and, 
when the man was let down and touched the bones of 
Elisha, he revived, and stood up on his feet 3 . 

(7.) And, behold, a woman, which was diseased 
with an issue of blood twelve years, came behind 
him, and touched the hem of his garment. For she 
said within herself: If I may but touch his garment, 
I shall be whole. But Jesus turned Jiim about: and, 
when he saw her, he said : Daughter, be of good 
comfort ; thy faith hath made thee whole. And the 

woman was made whole from that hour 4 . 

i/ 

manner of his school of Theology, very ludicrously and very 
inaccurately translates ptTavoovvTi and ueravoiac, by the eng- 
lisli doing penance and penance : just as if our Lord was enjoin 
ing one of the bodily penances of a modern roinan devotee. 
The original Greek, as every schoolboy knows, has nothing to 
do with bodily austerities : it means, solely and exclusively, that 
change of mind which we call repentance. 

1 Rev. v. 8. - 2 Kings ii. 14. 

1 , Kings xiii. iil. * Matt. ix. 2022. 
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(8.) And believers were the more added to the 
Lord, multitude* both oj men and women : insomuch 
tliat the i/ brought forth the sick into the streets, and 
laid them on bed* and couches ; that, at the /east, 
the shadow of Peter pa using by might overshadow 
some of them . 

(9.) And God wrought special miracles by the 

hands of Paul : so that from Jiis body were brought 

unto (lie sick handkerchiefs or aprons ; and the dis- 

v departed from them, and the evil spirits went 

out of them -. 

(10.) Thou shalt make two cherubim of gold : of 
beaten work shalt tltou make them, in the two ends 
of the mercy-seat 3 . 

(11.) And the Lord said unto Moses: Make thee 
a fiery serpent, and set it upon a pole : and it shall 
come to pass, that every one that is bitten, when he 
bi iketh upon it, shall /ire. And Moses made a ser 
pent of brass, and put it upon a pole: and it came 
to pas*, that, if a serpent had bitten any man, when 
he beheld the serpent of brass, he lived \ 

(12.) He removed the Jiigh places, and brake the 
tmage?, and cut down the groves, and brake in pieces 
the hrasen serpent that Moses had made ; for, unto 
those days, (he children of Israel did burn incense 
to it : and he called it A thing of brass 5 . 

(13.) And he car red all (he walls of the house 
round about with carved futures of cherubim and 

11, 15. * Ibid. xix. 11, 12. 

&lt;1. \\v. 18. * Numl). .\xi. 8, 9. 

Km&lt;_: S xviii. t. 
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palm-trees and open flowers, within and without 
The two doors also were of olive-tree : and he carved 
upon them carvings of cherubim and palm-trees and 
open flowers ; and overlaid them ivith gold *. 

(14.) And he made a molten sea And it stood 
upon twelve oxen And, on the borders that were 
between the ledges, were lions, oxen, and cherubim 2 . 

2. The proof from the testimony of the three 
first centuries, the cogency of which obviously de 
pends upon its distinctness, its copiousness, its 
universality, and its immediate contact with the 
apostolic age, is discovered in the several passages 
following, extracted from the narrative of the mar 
tyrdom of Polycarp and from the writings of Ire- 
neu-s and Tertullian and Cyprian 3 . 

1 1 Kings vi. 29, 32. * Ibid. vii. 23, 25, 29. 

3 Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington cite also certain passages 
from Origen : but,, as they exist only in a latin translation, and 
as they are of themselves (even as they stand in that translation) 
of small evidential relevancy and importance ; I omit them, 
agreeably to the plan which I have distinctly laid down and 
which I have invariably followed. 

I. They likewise cite Chrysostom and Eusebius and the 
Acts of the Martyrs in Ruinart, for the purpose of shewing ; 
that the relics of Ignatius were carried back into the East after 
his martyrdom at Rome, and that the genuine chair of St. James 
was greatly reverenced in the fourth century. 

But such evidence as this, as it bears not upon the question 
of apostolically ordained relic-worship so it is far too late to be 
of any legitimate historical importance. Very probably, the 
bones of Ignatius might have been carried back to Antioch, 
decently wrapped up in a linen-cloth (iv XtVw Karirfdr)} as the 
unknown author of the Acts of his Martyrdom says, for the 
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(1.) When the cnrions and the ic /clced one, the 
(nlrersani &lt;&gt;f the race of the jttxt, says the Epistle 
of the Church of Smyrna, saic (lie greatness of 

natural purpose of Christian burial in the seat of his bishopric; 
and I make no doubt, that, in the fourth century, fruitful as it 
was after the conversion of Constantine in imaginary relics, the 
chair of St. James was as duly shewn to the curious in such 
matters as the true cross of Christ so happily discovered by 
Helena and so ingeniously distinguished from the two conco 
mitant crosses of the two thieves (Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. 
c. 13. KufHn. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 7.) : but I see not, how 
all this is to prove the apostolical origin of relic-worship. 

II. Dr. Trevern moreover assures us, on the authority of 
Justin Martyr, who flourished before and after the year 150 
and who hud been instructed in the faith by the contempora 
ries of St. John, that Christians, even at that early period, were 
wont to turn to the east and to sign themselves with the indis- 
prnsable sign of the cross. Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 378. 

Truly, the diligent reader of Justin will hugely marvel, from 
which of his writings Dr. Trevern learned this notable piece of 
information. With astonishing ignorance or with resolute dis 
honesty (I pretend not to determine which} the Bishop of 
Strasbourg refers his english laic friend to a Work, which he 
liberally gives to Justin, but which in good sooth was written 
ome unknown author at least a full century after Justin 
".f, dead and laid in his grave. The book, entitled Questions 
mid Ansnrrx to (he Orthodox, is printed, indeed, among the 
Work* of Justin : but, as every person acquainted with the 
writings of the Fathers well knows, Justin had no more con 
cern in its manufactory than Dr. Trevern himself. A produc 
tion, which the criticism of that Prelate ascribes to Justin and 
the middle of the second century, actually no less than twice 
Origcn who flourished about the middle of the third 
etutury. S-e Qusest. et Kcspon*. Ixxxii, Ixxxvi. in Oper. 
Justin, p. jl2, 344. 
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Polycarp s martyrdom ; he laboured industriously, 
lhat his remains might not be taken away by us 
Hence he suggested to Nice fas to intercede with the 
governor, that his body should not be delivered for 
sepulture : lest, said he, leaving him that was cruci- 
Jied, tliey should begin to worship this person. And 
these things they said at the suggestion and instiga 
tion of the Jews, who also watched us when we were 
about to take him from thejire : inasmuch as they 
were ignorant, that neither can we ever forsake 
Christ who suffered for the salvation of the saved 
throughout the whole world, the sinless for sinners, 
nor that we can ever worship any other. For him, 
being the Son of God, we adore : but the martyrs, 
as disciples and imitators of the Lord, we worthiiy 
love on account of their special affection to their own 
king and master ; with whom may we be partakers 
andfellow-disciples! But the centurion, beholding 
the contention excited by the Jews, threw him into 
the midst of thejire and burned him. And thus we, 
afterward gathering up his bones more honourable 
than precious stones and more tried than gold, de 
posited them where it naturally followed that we 
should deposit them. To us assembling in this place 
so far as lies in our power, with triumph and with 
joy, the Lord will grant to celebrate the birth-day 
of his martyrdom, both in memory of those who have 
completed, their wrestling, and for the exercise and 
preparation of those who are about to wrestle \ 



O ft avrlfaXoc ecu (3ci(Ticnt&gt;Of KUI roKqpoc, o nvrtxtifuvot 
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(2.) ,7.v /wr, .says hvneus, by the discourse of a 
fallen angel, was seduced to apottatite from God, 
disobeying his word : so Mary, by the discourse of a 
if&lt;iod angel, was evOMffeSted. that she should bear 

a o * i* 

(!od in her womb, obedient to his word. And, as 
the former was seduced to disobey God : so the lat 
ter was persuaded to obey God ; in order that the 

ii ~u&gt;r otKaittv, u ijy TO ptytOof avrov ri/c 
itvaty, we ^*K TO \ii\jsavoy avTou v0 i}fi&gt;y 
yovv Nttc//7r/i ivTvyjt n- rw ap^orn, wore j.u) iwhtu UVTOV TO 
(Tuun rfidijj* M )? (jujoiv, u&lt;tttt Tt TOV EffTiivoiiiutt oi , TOVTOV {ip^oiv- 
7in oifitoQcu* Kot roDra Eivox f tnropaXhdvTttv KOI ivifjfvomtv 
lovfiaittv, ol K~ai cr^pi}&lt;nsK, ueXX^yrwK fiftvv tic rou TTUOOC Xo^ipa- 
ifir* &y*0ov&gt;TC Vt oyre rov Xptorot Trore CttroXt*!!* 

w^tp ri}t row inoroc ^off/^ov T&V 
i, aftttftOf vTrep ajuanrwXwK, oi/re t-fpo^ rtra rt / 

-* *-\ - - V r- 

yap, vioy oi Tii TOV \Jtov, Kpotncvfoviuv roue; c 
.r [ladijTar; Kui fjiifjiT)Ta.g TOV Kupt ov, dyawv/MV 
irixa tvyi:iar a ) v;rfp/3X//rov -// e/V rov tt^tov paatXe a (cat ctcuar- 
k(t\of Ji- yooirok-ai 7/juag k otvwvovcrf :ai WftuaBlfTOf ytviaQai. 
l(i,ir ovy f icftrffi rap^oc ^wv lovrat wv y o^ter)r 
Wftc avroy ev p-t7u TOV irvpoc iKavfftv. Ovrw rt iifiils 

^nvffov oarfi CIVTOV, ciiri.6ifjLeQa oirov KUI uKO\ovQo 
i-inruf ffftlv trurayofifvais, iv uyaXXmo-et (cat 
" Ki ptoc MffTlXlO r/)* rou fiaprvpiov avrov i/ptpav yertOXtoi , tte; 

erm/MiWl , Kpist. Keeli-s. Smyrn. 5 17, 18. in I*atr. Aj&gt;o&gt;t. 

1. \&lt;&gt;1. ii. p. 201, 202. 

Mr. Berington rightly understands the Smyrncans to have 

tt/irnil tin- bones of Po .yearj) : Dr. Trevern, more ingenion^, 

is t roin Aets viii. 2, that the early believers, under the 

irtion of ti, \ ;les, preserved and revered the ivlie&gt; 

lie protomartyi Sirpl-.en. Pol m ai i-uunt of this reinai k- 

M i Mi-i H^N. Anne. \ol. ii. p. iill. 
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Virgin Mary might thence become the advocate of 
the virgin Eve. Thus, as the human race was 
doomed to death through a virgin : so the human 
race might be delivered also through a virgin ; the 
balance being equally held, between the disobedience 
of one* virgin, and the obedience of another \ 

(3.) You may begin, says Tertullian, from pa 
rables : where there is the lost sheep, sought for by 
the Lord and carried back upon his shoulders. Let 
the very pictures of your cups be produced: if, even 
in them, the interpretation of that animal will 
clearly shine forth 2 . In all our movements, whe 
ther we come in or whether we go out, whether we 
put on our raiment or whether we bind on our san- 
dals, in the bath, at the table, while using either 
lights or beds or couches, in whatever fashion we 
may be employed, we wear our forehead with the 



1 Quemadmodum enim ilia per angelicum sermonem sedticta 
est, ut effugeret Deum praevaricata verbum ejus : ita et ha?c 
per angelicum sermonem evangelizata est, ut portaret Deum, 
obediens ejus verbo. Et, sicut ilia seducta est ut eflfugeret 
Deum : sic haec suasa est obedire Deo, uti virginis Evae virgo 
Maria fieret advocata. Et, quemadmodum adstrictum est 
morti genus humanum per virginem : solvatur per virginem, 
aequa lance disposita virginalis inobedientiae per virginalem 
obedientiam. Iren. adv. haer. lib. v. c. 16. p. 340, 341. 

For a right understanding of this tasteless tissue of unmean 
ing antitheses, compare Iren. adv. haer. lib. iii. c. 33. p. 221. 

2 A parabolis licebit incipias, ubi est ovis perdita, a Domino 
requisita, et humeris ejus revecta. Procedant ipsae picturas 
calicum vestrorum, si vel in illis perlucebit interpretatio pecudis 
illius. Tertull. de pudic. Oper. p. 748. 
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sign of the cross. If, for (/tew and the like point* 
of dixcip/ine, you demand tcriptttral authority : 
truli/ //o// will Jind none. Tradition re/// lie alleged 
to you, a.s their voucher : custom, as their con- 
firmer : faith, as their observer . 

(4.) Let us, says Cyprian, be mindful of each 
other in our prayers : let us be concordant and 
unanimous: let us a /ways mutually pray for one 
another : let us, by mutual charity, relieve our trou 
bles and distresses. And, whosoever, through the 
celerity of the divine favour, shall first depart, let 
our lore jierxerere with the Lord : for our brethren 
and for our sinters, let not our prayer cease with 
the mercy of the Father 2 . Bravely endure : spi 
ritually advance : happily arrive. Only remember 
us then, when in you virginity shall begin to be 
honoured*. 

Ad omnem progressum atque promotum, ad omnem 
aditum et exitum, ad vestitum et calceatum, ad lavacra, ad 
nu iisas, ad lumina, ad cubilia, ad sedilia, quacunque nos con- 
vrr&gt;;tti &gt; exi-rcet, frontem crucis signaculo terimus. Harum 
t-t uliarum ejusmodi disciplinarum si legem expostules scrip- 
turarum, nullam invenics : traditio tibi praetendetur autrix ; 
consrn-tudo, confirmatrix ; et fides, observatrix. Tertull. do 
coron. milit. 5 3. Oper. p. 449. 

Memores nostri invicem simus, Concordes atque unanimes : 
utrobique pro nobis semper oremus : pressuras et angustias 
inutiia cantata revelemus. Kt quis istinc nostrum prior 
divin.-r dignationis celerilate praecesserit, perseveret apud Do- 
minum nostra dilectio : pro fratribus et sororibus nostris, apud 
inisfrk-onliani Patris, non cesset oratio. Cyprian. Epist. Ix. 

r. vol. ii. p. 143. 

Durato tbrtiter : spiritalitc r pt-rsiite : porvcnito feliciter. 



206 DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. [BOOK I. 

II. Such is the Romish case, as made out from 
canonical Scripture, from the unsafe Apocrypha, 
and from the ecclesiastical writings of the three 
first centuries. 

1. The facts, to be substantiated, were : that 
The invocation of saints and the relative worship of 
images and relics and crosses, as propounded and 
dejined bij the Councils of Nice and Trent, are in 
culcated in Scripture ; and that, accordingly, On 
scriptural authority, such practices universally and 
notoriously prevailed in the Catholic Church, during 
thejirst centuries, up to the very time of Christ and 
his Apostles. 

But, respecting this invocation and respecting 
this relative worship, not a single syllable is said 
by any one of the witnesses produced, whether 
from Scripture, or from the Apocrypha, or from 
the ecclesiastical writings of the first three cen 
turies. 

Mr. Berington himself, indeed, is evidently in 
despair, though he puts the best face upon the 
matter that he can. 

Speaking of images and crosses, he says : It 
cannot be necessary, that, on this subject, I should 
adduce any authorities from the Fathers, which 
would prove: that, In the early ages, particularly 
from the time of Constantine, painted representations 
of mysterious facts, of the cross, of the lives of 

Tantum mementote tune nostri, cum incipiet in vobis virginitas 
honorari. Cyprian, de habit, virgin. Oper. vol. i. p. 103. 
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saints, were exhibited in the places of public wor 

ship . 

\\"\\\\ Inn views, and with the avowed object of 
his Work, I should have thought, that the pro 
duction of authorities up to the apostolic age, for 
the purpose- of substantiating the alleged fact, not 
luerelv of the exhibition of images and crosses and 

i 

pictures, but of their relative worship on the part 
of the faithful as inculcated by the Councils of 
Nice and Trent, was, in truth, the very reverse of 
unnecessary. That Mr. Berington can produce 
abundant authorities from the time of Constantino 
downward, I make no manner of doubt : for the 
Church had then begun rapidly to degenerate into 
that unhallowed superstition, by which so widely 
in extent she has ever since been disfigured. But 
he must recollect, that the question is not, What 
miff fit be the belief and practice of the fourth or 
Jiftli or sixth or seventh centuries, but What was 
was the belief and practice of the primitive Church 
up to (lie time of the Apostles founded professedly 
upon the teaching of inspiration. Yet the adduc 
tion of authorities, to this latter effect, Mr. Bering- 
ton actually pronounces to be quite unnecessary. 
That it was out of his power to produce them, is 
sufficiently manifest: that their production is un- 
necesxan/, he will persuade no person who in the 
slightest degree understands the nature of histori 
cal testimony. The adduction of such evidence 
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is the precise matter, which we require : Mr. Bering- 
ton assures us, that it cannot be necessary. 

2. But, if it be impossible to substantiate the 
invocation of saints and the relative worship of 
images and relics and crosses, as defined by the 
two Councils of Nice and Trent, either from Scrip 
ture or from the Apocrypha or from the writings 
of the three first centuries : still less can such in 
vocation and such worship be substantiated, as 
they practically exist or have existed in the gross 
form of absolute idolatry. 

Those modern Romanists, who come in contact 
with scriptural Protestantism, are wont to assert : 
that their invocation of the saints is a mere re 
quest, that they would pray on their behalf; that 
the relative worship of images is simply the ap 
propriate worship, whether Latria or Dulia, of 
the objects represented by such images, for the 
images themselves contain or possess no divine 
potency ; that the relative worship of relics is 
nothing more than a natural affectionate venera 
tion, on the principle of what are commonly styled 
keepsakes, for whatever has belonged to an emi 
nently pious individual; and that the relative 
worship of the cross is but the ultimate worship 
of the incarnate Deity who was crucified. 

Thus, for instance, complacently glozes the 
Bishop of Strasbourg to the english laic, whom 
he is attempting to proselyte. But, even to say 
nothing of the total want of authority, either 
scriptural or primitive, for such vain notions and 
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performances : how stands the matter, in respect 
to the fact of naked actual practice? 

The VITV ])rayers, publicly used in the Latin 
Church, both before the Reformation and after 
the Reformation, supplicate the Virgin and the 
Saints, not merely to intercede for believers (as, 
while in the flesh, Christians arc directed to pray 
for each other) ; but absolutely to grant to them 
those holy gifts and graces, and to impart to them 
that needful spiritual strength and assistance, 
which God only can bestow . Dr. Trevern him- 

1 Sancta Dei &lt;renetrix, qua- digne meruisti coucipere quern 
totus orbis nequivit comprehendere ; tuo pio interventu, culpas 
:.is ablue, nt pcrennis sedem gloria? per te redempti, valea- 
iiius seandere, ul&gt;i manes cum filio tuo sine tempore. Collect. 
in llor. ad usum Sacrum. Paris. 1520. fol. I. Burnet s Hist, of 
tin- Hi-form, vol. ii. p. 143. 

v nrta Maria, succurre miseris, Java pusillanimos, refove 
flebiles, ora pro populo, interveni pro clero, intercede pro 
di-\oto foemineo sexu. Ibid. fol. 30. 

Mariam primam vox sonet nostra, per quam nobis vitae sunt 
data priemia : rmina qua? es mater et casta, solve nostra per 
filiiiii) jx ccamina : Kngeknruni concio sacra, et archangeloruin 
turma iiu-lyta, nostra diluant jam peccata praistaudo sujiernam 

i irratiam. Ibid. fol. 80. 

VirL r ) lingularu, inter omnes mitis, nos, culpis solutos, 
mitt . Vitam praesta jxiram ; iter para tutum : 

nt, vide nt. &lt; .)&lt; s!i:i), semper colla-temur. Ibid. fol. 33. 

( Ionian- jH ccatorem : et ne tiuim dcs honorem alieno vt-l 
rrudrli, precor ti , n-irina cceli. Me habeto -\i.-usatum, apud 
Chrictuni tuum iiatiim, cujus irani cxp ivosco, et furorem perti- 
:iam jH-fcavi tibi soli. C) Maria vir&lt;m, noli isse mihi 
aliciia, gratia c&lt;i-lesti plena : esto i-ustos enrdis mei : si^na me 
timon- iVi : cDiiti-r vit.v vanitau-m : et d.i monuii !;&lt; m ; 

I 
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self, with what consistence it matters not, cites 
approbatively, and adduces authoritatively, Cyril 

da peccata me vitare : et, quod justutn est, amare ; O dulcedo 
virginalis : nunquam fuit, nee est, talis. Ibid. fol. 44. 

Georgi, martyr inclyte, te decet laus et gloria, praedotatum 
militia ; per quern puella regia, existens in tristitia, coram dra- 
cone pessimo, salvata est. Et animo te rogamus, corde intimo, 
ut, cum cunctis fidelibus, cceli jungamur civibus, nostris abluti 
sordibus : ut simul, cum laetitia, tecum simus in gloria ; nostra- 
que reddant labia laudes Christo cum gloria. Ibid. fol. 77. 

Martyr Christophore, pro Salvatoris honore, fac nos mente 
fore dignos Deitatis honore. Promisso Christi, quia quod 
petis obtinuisti, da populo tristi dona quae moriendo petisti. 
Confer solamen, et mentis tolle gravamen. Judicis examen 
fac mite sit omnibus. Amen. Ibid. fol. 77. 

O Willielme, pastor bone, cleri pater et patrone, munda 
nobis in agone : confer opem ; et depone vitae sordes ; et 
coronas coelestis da gaudia. Ibid. fol. 78. 

vos, undena millia, puellae gloriosse, virginitatis lilia, mar- 
tyrii rosae, in vita me defendite, praebendo mihi juvamen : in 
morte vos ostendite, supremum ferendo solamen. Ibid. fol. 80. 

Maria, mater gratiae, mater misericordiae, tu nos ab hoste 
protege, et hora mortis suscipe. Solve vincla reis : profer 
lumen caecis : mala nostra pelle : bona cuncta posce. Mon- 
stra te esse matrem : sumat per te preces, qui, pro nobis, natus 
tulit esse tuns. Offic. parv. beat. Marias, p. 127. 

In the mass-book, printed at Paris 1634, the grossly offen 
sive idea, set forth in this prayer, is again propounded in 
slightly varied phraseology Jure matris, impera Redemptori. 

1 reverence you, O sacred virgin Mary, the holy ark of the 
covenant : and, together with all the good thoughts of all good 
men upon earth and all the blessed spirits in heaven, do bless 
and praise you infinitely, for that you are the great mediatrix 
between God and man, obtaining for sinners all they can ask 
and demand of the blessed Trinity. Hail Mary ! The Devot. of 
the sacred heart of Jesus, including the devot. to the sacred 
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o! Alexandria as t-rcctin^ St. John into a second 
Holy (jlio&gt;;t. (.ivgory Na/ianzen as praying for 

In art of tlit- blessed virgin Mary ; with an appendix, and the 
imlult of his holiness Pius VII. in favour of it : for the- use of 
the midland district. Edit. 12. Keating and Brown. 1821. 
p. 293. 

holy Mary, our sovereign queen, as God the Father, by 
liis omnipotence, has made thee most powerful ; so assist us, 
at the hour of our death, by defending us against all power that 
is contrary to thine. Hail Mary ! O holy Mary, our sovereign 
queen, :i-&gt; God the Son has endowed thee with so much know 
ledge and charity that it enlightens all heaven ; so, in the hour 
of death, illustrate and strengthen our souls with the know 
ledge of the true faith, that they may not be perverted by error 
or pernicious ignorance. Hail Mary! O holy Virgin, our 
sovereign queen, as the Holy Ghost has plentifully poured 
forth into thee the love of God ; so instil into us, at the hour of 
death, tin- sweetness of divine love, that all bitterness at that 
time may become acceptable and pleasant to us. Hail Mary. 
Ibid. p. 212, 21 y. 

1 lail Mary, lady and mistress of the world, to whom all power 
ha. been given both in heaven and in earth ! Ibid. p. 206. 

Angelical youth, Aloysius, for the love thou hadst for 
Christ crucified and his most blessed mother, receive me as 
thy client and obedient servant : aid and assist me in the pur 
suit of virtue and learning : nourish and increase in me a 
purity of mind and manners : turn off all the snares laid 
my chastity : ward and defend me against the dangers 
of the world : inspire my heart with a true and filial confidence 
in the e\er blevsed virgin Mary, the mother of good counsels : 
rn and direct me in my choice of a state of life. Ibid. 
p. 348, 349. 

GiotieOM et immaculee \ierge Marie, tre.s-digne fille du 
IVre, tr.-s-digne mere du Fils, tres-digne epou*e du St. Esprit, 
&gt;i&gt;m eiie/-vous que nous vous sommes emicrement devoi; 
n oubluv p:^ qne VOIIN ! I ii&lt;-tre ]&gt;roteetatrice aupres do 

i- -2 
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illumination and direction to Basil and Cyprian 
and Athanasius, Basil himself as invocating the 
saints for deliverance in adversity and for grace 
in prosperity, and Asterius as beseeching Phocas 
to grant unto him an abundant entrance into the 
kingdom of heaven . James Naclantus Bishop 
of Clugium, without the slightest recorded cen 
sure either from Pope or from Cardinal or from 
Council, in the sixteenth century averred, as the 

Dieu, et ne permettez pas que nous mourions dans le peche 
niortel. Tableaux de la sainte Messe. Paris, chez H. Vau- 
quelin. p. 1 4. 

Mon S. Ange gardien, et vous mes bienheureux patrons 
aupres de Dieu, obtenez-moi, par votre credit, le pardon de 
mes peches avec la grace de vivre et de mourir saintement. 
Ibid. p. 7. 

Alma Redemptoris mater, quge pervia coeli porta manes et 
Stella maris ; succurre cadenti, surgere qui curat, populo : tu, 
quae genuisti, natura mirante, tuum sanctum genitorem : virgo 
prius ac posterius, Gabrielis ab ore sumens illud Ave, pecca- 
torum miserere. Ibid. p. 115. 

Ave, regina coelorum ; ave, domina angelorum ; salve, radix, 
salve, porta; ex qua mundo lux est orta. Gaude, virgo 
gloriosa, super omnes speciosa : vale, O valde decora, et pro 
nobis Christum exora. Ibid. p. 116. 

Salve, regina, mater misericordiae ; vita, dulcedo, et spes 
nostra, salve. Ad te clamamus, exules filii Evae. Ad te sus- 
piramus, gementes et flentes in hac lachrymarum valle. Eia 
ergo, advocata nostra, illos tuos misericordes oculos ad nos 
converte. Et Jesum, benedictum fructum ventris tui, nobis 
post hoc exilium ostende ; O clemens, O pia, O dulcis, virgo 
Maria! Ibid. p. 117. 

1 See Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 281 287. For the credit 
of the Church after Constantine, I wish to hope, that these 
fooleries are not deliberate prayers but only rhetorical apostro- 
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true sense of the Nieene Fathers, that the faithful 
ought to adore the very image itself, with the 
identical worship, whether Lafria or Dulia or 
//i//)er(/i(//((, which they offered up to the proto 
type of the image : so that, if the image repre 
sented Christ, it was to receive the self-same ado 
ration as the second person of the blessed Trinity l . 
Peter de Medrano asserted, that, by a special pri 
vilege, the Virgin is present in her images person 
ally and physically and really : in order that, from 
the faithful, she might, in those images, receive 
due adoration 2 . According to Basil and Theodo- 

phisations. I need scarcely remark, that they occur not during 
the three first centuries. 

,o non solum fa tend inn est, fideles in ecclesia adorare 
eoram imagine, ut nonmilli ad cautelam forte loquuntur ; sed 
et adorare imaginem, sine quo volueris scrupulo: quin et eo 
illam venerantnr cultu, quo et prototypon ejus. Propterquod, 
si illud habet adorare latria; et ilia, latria : si dulia vel hyper- 
dulia ; et ilia pariter ejusmotli cultu adoranda est. Jacob, 
lain. dug. Expos. Epist. ad Roman, cap. i. cited in 
H -mil. iii. against peril of idolatry, p. 197. Oxon. 1802. 
I- or tlu exactly similar decision of Biel, see below, book ii. 
chap. 0. in init. note. 

Dicendiun sit, concession deiparae dominae privilegium 
Itendi physiee et realiter in aliquibus suis simulachris seu 
unaginiboa : quod, in aliquibus simulachris seu imaginibus 
msignibui ipsius, pie credatur assistere adesseque personaliter 
P . V : ut in illis debitas adorationes recipiat a 

fulelihus ailtoribu*. H. P. Petri de Medran. Rosetum Theolog. 
p. 311. Hispal. 1702. cited in Life of Bp. Peeock. p. 79. 

We have here the true rationale of the superstition, which 
makes t ie image of a saint in one place so much more fashion 
able and reputedly potent than the imai^e of tin self-same 
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ret and Chrysostom and Gennadius and Euagrius 
and Gregory the great and Gregory of Nyssa, all 

saint in another place : THIS puppet is thought to possess more 
of the present demigod, than THAT pupjjct. 

Were it otherwise, why should a celebrated image attract 
crowds &gt;&gt;f devotees and draw to itself a superfluity of rich 
donations ; while its mstic village counterpart is consigned to 
neglect and poverty, until some lucky stroke of a dexterous 
priest or some cleverly managed miracle shall at once introduce 
it to unexpected wealth and notoriety ? 

II. Here likewise we have the true rationale of the parallel 
superstition, that well-dressed Madonnas occasionally move 
their eyes or shed tears or sweat or bleed or even speak, and 
that wooden Bambinos sometimes descend from their niches 
for the useful purpose of making sundry erratic excursions. 

Thus good Peter de Medrano tells tis, respecting the images 
of our Lady del Aviso and of Pity, in the highly privileged 
colleges of Lima and Callaya : Non semel in miraculosum 
sudorem lachrymasque resolutse sunt. 

But yet more wonderful are the exploits of the miraculous 
image of our Lady del Rosario, the patroness of Lima and all 
Peru, as detailed by this same Peter. Saepe refulsit auricomis 
solaribus radiis : atque, in varios aspectus, veneratione amore 
et timore dignos, divinum vultum transmutavit. Roset. Theol. 
p. 311. 

Of a similar character was the image of the Virgin, which 
reprimanded the heedless Pope Gregory for passing by her too 
carelessly ; the crucifix which spoke to St. Bridgit ; and the 
graven Madonna, which highly commended the piety of one of 
her votaries to the veracious sexton of the church. Rom. 
Modern, gior. 5. Mabill. D. Italic, p. 133. Durant. de rit. 
lib. i. c. 5. cited in Middleton s Lett, from Rome p. 203. 

III. In all these cases of imposture, the rationale was the 
diligently inculcated doctrine, ridiculed of old by Arnobius in 
reference to Paganism : that The prototype was physically and 
really and pcrxmally present in the representative puppet. 
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oi whom arc by Dr. Trevern deemed unquestion 
able authorities, the relics of the saints are not 
only useful as exciting devotional reminiscences : 
I ml they are likewise mighty ramparts, which are 
capable- of protecting towns from the military as 
saults of their enemies ; they are champions, by 
whom all disasters are turned away from us; they 
are strong rocks, which dissipate and nullify the 
snares of unseen demons and all the craftiness of 
Satan ; they possess such astonishing virtues, that 
tlie very touch even of the shrine which contains 
them will bring down a blessing, and that the 
touch of the relics themselves will accomplish all 
the desires of those who are admitted to so invat 
a favour . Lastly, in the Roman Breviary, gross 

1 i -rras et laheris, says the pagan image-worshipper : nani 
neque m&gt;s ;era, neque auri argcntique materias, neque alias 
quihus Mgna confiunt, eas esse per se cleos, et religiosa decer- 
ninnis mnnina ; sed eos in his colimus, eosque veneramur, quos 
dcdieatio intert sacra, et fabrilibus efficit inhabitare simulachris. 
Arnoh. adv. gent. lib. vi. p. 203. 

Arnohitts replies, precisely as I should reply to Peter de 
Medrano and his image-worshipping fellows of the Latin 
Church. 

Nun improba neque aspernabilis ratio, qua possit quivis 
tardu- nccnon et prudeniissinnis credere, deos, relictis sedibus 
propriis, id e&gt;t cu-lo, non recusare nee fugere habitacula inire 
terrena : quinimo, jure dedicationis impulsos, simulachroruni 
eoaksccie juuctioiu. In gvp^) er^o niansitant, atcjue in testu- 
lis, dii vestri . (^tiiniino testularinu et gyp&gt;i. ini-ntes, spiritus, 
at&lt;|iie aniin;e, dii sunt t At(jue, ut lieri angustiore&gt; vilis&gt;imoe 
,nsint, euncludi &gt;e patiuntur et in sedis obseune coercita- 
tione latitan- . Iliid. 

II.i^il. Iloniil. \\. in ipiadnig. uian\r. lloniil. ,\\vi. d, 
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and direct adoration is offered to the cross : for 
the senseless wood is not only celebrated, as our 

mart. Mamant. Oper. vol. i. p. 533, GOO, 601. Theodor. de 
graec. affect, curat. serm. viii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 593, 594, GOO. 
Chrysostom. Homil. xxxii. in Epist. ad Rom. Oper. vol. ix. 
p. 759. Homil. Ixix. in Petr. et Paul. Oper. vol. i. p. 85G. 
Homil. Ixx. Encom. martyr. .-Egypt. Oper. vol. i. p. 8G9. 
Gennad. de vir. illus. c. vi. Euagr. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 13. 
Gregor. Magn. Epist. lib. vii. epist. 23. Gregor. Nyss. in 
quadrag. martyr, orat. iii. Gregor. Nyss. de martyr. Thcod. 

I. The two most curious specimens of reliquary superstition 
are those mentioned by Gennadius and Euagrius, as referred to 
above. 

1. From the former we learn, that Nisibis, being a frontier 
town, and thence liable to be attacked by the enemies of the 
Roman Empire, was fortified by the Emperor Constantine with 
the body of holy James its defunct bishop ; who, for the ex 
press purpose of defending it from hostile assaults, was care 
fully buried within its walls. 

2. By the latter we are taught, that, for a similar military 
purpose, the body of holy Symeon the. stylite, with his iron 
chain, was conveyed to Antioch. Here his credit as an effica 
cious champion rose so high, that tl\e Emperor Leo, anxious 
for the security of his dominions, wished to obtain from the 
Antiochians this cheap and therefore peculiarly valuable de 
fence : but the prudent citizens knew too well their own in 
terest to part with it. Our city has no walls ; was their reply, 
as recorded by Eungrius : hence me brought hither the most 
holy body of Symeon, that it might serve us in the stead both 
of rv all and of bulwark. Their pleaded reason was so satisfac 
tory to the judicious Leo, that he forthwith assented to their 
wishes. Euagrius adds, that many parts of the body remained 
to his own time, and that he himself had been privileged to 
see the head. He further remarks, that, during the episco 
pate of Gregory, Philippicus solicited a loan of the holy relics, 
that so he might with the greater safety make a military ex 
pedition into the East. 
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exclusive hope ; but it is actually supplicated, to 

increase righteousness to the pious, and to grant 
pardon to the guilty . 

;}. With respect to the Saints in glory, it is far 
iYom improbable, that, like their suffering hrethren 
in this world, they may pray, in general term--. 
for the whole state of Christ s Church militant 
here in earth. Of this, however, we know nothing : 
because nothing has been rewaled. 

But, let their own free and spontaneous prac 
tice, on behalf of the Church at large, be what it 
may : we have no warrant either from Scripture 
or from primitive Antiquity, to inrocn-te them, with 
the special purpose of obtaining their iutercessary 
prayers either for ourselves or for any other in 
dividuals : and, if, like the Romanists, we adopt 

II. Yet says the Bishop of Strasbourg, after stating his own 
peculation that relics are only a sort of edifying religious 
kerp-ukrs : These are our sentiment* : nor have n-e ever enter 
tained a n i/ oilier. If a person believes that we hold a different 
ojiitiioH, he deceive* /N//I .sv// . JMcn ttilk of erroneous and super- 
ttfttotu notions, nhieh ire have often taken up concerning relics ; 
hut I have never been able to dim-over them. Discuss. Aniic, 
\il. ii. p. 309, 310. 

An english layman, whose studies had run in a totally different 
line, might probably have found himself unable to contradict 
Dr. Trevcrn, and might thence have been led implicitly to ir- 
crive his grossly inaccurate assertion. Hence it is by no mini)&gt; 
to expose, in their true colours, such attempts at imj&gt;o- 



O crux ave. ^pcs unica, hoc ]&gt;assionis ti iiiporc. auvic piis 
]Mdtum, reismu- dona \eniam. Brevinr. Horn. licbdom. I. 

t ,. 
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the habit of any such unauthorised invocation ; 
we can never be certain, that we are not guilty 
of the idle folly of supplicating those who hear us 
not . The mighty difference, between a general 
belief (if, without authority however f we choose to 
take up such a belief) that the Saints in glory 
spontaneously pray for Christians in general, and 
invocations actually addressed to them with the pur 
pose of obtaining their special prayers for our in 
dividual selves in particular, is so palpable and so 
strongly marked, that it is evident even to the 
meanest comprehension. In truth, the matter is 
very honestly and very handsomely confessed by 
Cardinal Cajetan : for he destroys at one blow 
the whole system of invoking the saints, by the 
open acknowledgment, that we have no means of 
certainly knowing whether the Saints hear our pray 
ers, though we piously believe this to be the case 2 . 

Dr. Trevern would argue, that, if a knowledge of 
distant transactions, and even a power of reading the human 
heart, might from God be communicated to Elisha and to Peter 
upon earth : why may not the same power, to any extent which 
God shall deem expedient, be communicated to the saints in 
heaven? Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 266, 267. 

Nothing can be more idle, than such childish sophistry. The 
question is not, what God may do, but what he has done. Let 
Dr. Trevern and his friends prove from revelation, that God 
has communicated to the saints in glory a portion of his own 
peculiar knowledge, and that lie has required us to invocate 
them for the personal benefit of their intercession : and the 
dispute will then terminate triumphantly in favour of Romanism. 

* Certa ratione nescimus, an sancti nostra vota cognoscant 
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Tlic linn belief in a point, the truth of which we 
have no means of certainly knowing, is, I fear, 
inorc- closely allied to folly than to piety: for ;//// 
purpose , however, the fair acknowledgment of 
the learned Cardinal is amply sufficient. 

1. Let us now finally return to the question of 
evidence : which the bold claim of primitive an 
tiquity, so rashly put forth by the Tridentine 
Conventicle, has constituted an especial question 
between Papalists and Protestants. 

(1.) Unable to produce any genuine conclusive 
testimony, the Latins, at one period, built much 
upon a pretended Apostolical Council at Antioch : 
in a canon of which, not only the use, but the 
very worship, of images, is exhibited as autho 
rised by the Apostles. 

The credit of this Synod was,, in their day, 
strenuously defended by Baronius and Binius and 
other writers of the same stamp . But the learned 
nit Petavius, much to his credit, fairly con 
es, that the alleged canon, which is to establish 
image-worship upon apostolical authority, is no 
thing better than a forgery 2 : and, in strict ac- 

quamvis pir hoc credamus. Cajetan. in sccundam secund. 
qu.-ost. Ixxxviii. art. 5. 

1 Huron. Annal. A.D. 102, n. 10, 20. Bin. Not. in Concil. 
Antioch. Concil. vol. i. p. 62. 

Quod ad ilium raiionrin npostolicmn attinot, quein primus 
t-didit in luceni I ranriscns Tjirrianus, cum puto supposititiuni 
lYta\. Doormat. Throl. dolncarn. lib. xv. c. 14. n. 5. 
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cordance with this honest confession, he pro 
nounces it to be a matter of absolute certainty, 
that, in the first ages of the Church, images of 
Christ were not substituted in the place of pagan 
idols, nor proposed to the veneration of the faith 
ful 1 . . 

(2.) A similar confession, with respect to the 
invocation of saints, is made by Cardinal Perron. 

He owns, that no traces of such a practice can 
be found in the authors who lived nearest to the 
times of the Apostles : but, for this indisputable 
and acknowledged fact, he would account by the 
allegation, that most of the writings of that early 
age have perished 2 . 

The remains of more than twenty of the Fathers 
of the three first centuries have come down to us; 
some, to a very great amount of copiousness ; 
others, in the fonn of fragments more or less ex 
tensive : and, from the smallness of the benefit 
which they confer upon the hopeless cause of Ro 
manism, we may well argue that the lost writers 
would have been perused with no greater emolu 
ment. It is, however, quite obvious, that the 
miserable excuse of Cardinal Perron is, in effect, 

1 Certain est, imagines Christi et maxirae statuas, primis 
Ecclesise saeculis, non fuisse substitutas loco idolorum, nee fi- 
delium venerationi expositas. Petav. Dogmat. Theol. lib. xv. 
c. 13. n. 3. 

4 

2 See Stillingfleet s Rational Account of the grounds of pro 
test. Relig. part iii. chap. 3. ID. p. 500. 
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more nor less than a full acknowledgment, 
which acknowledgment he makes indeed even in 
so many words, that the vntcrtptwrcU practice of 
inrokintr (he xaiiitx /.v totally vntvpported by any 
(indent historical testimony. 



CHAPTER VII. 



CONCLUSION. 



TAKING in regular succession the most prominent 
and marked peculiarities of Romanism, Infallibility, 
Papal Supremacy, Transubstantiation, Purgatory, 
Saint-worship, Image-worship, Relic-worship, and 
Cross-worship, I have now shewn, that, even ac 
cording to the evidence produced by the latin ad 
vocates themselves, those peculiarities, whether 
in regard to their abstract truth, or in regard to 
the alleged fact of their universal reception by the 
primitive Church, rest upon no testimony either 
of Holy Scripture or of the writers of the three 
first centuries. Whence the conclusion is : that 
such peculiarities cannot reasonably be obtruded 
upon us, under the aspect of a constituent portion of 
CJiristiamty. 

I. This very natural and very obvious mode of 
conducting the investigation, even when barely 
hinted at as indispensably requisite to the deve 
lopment of the truth, has produced no small mea 
sure of soreness and irritation on the part of a 
modern defender of Romanism. 



Ml\l&gt;. Ml.; MIT!.! I.TII.S ol HUMANISM. 



Mr. Husenbeth is anTV, because I am unable 

C-7 tf 

see the &lt;r hir !&gt; absitrdid/ of the mode of con 
ducting the inquiry, which, as I had imagined, 
plain common sense instinctively led me to adopt : 
for, by some mental process which transcends my 
own comprehension, he pronounces the requisi 
tion of distinct evidence, from the writers of the 
three first centuries, for the establishment of the 
alleged historical FACT, that, Quite up to the apos 
tolic at&gt;-e the peculiarities of Romanism were uni- 

W/// received bij the primitive Church on the 
professed authority of Christ and his Apostles t/ieni- 
xe/res, to be nothing better than A GLARING AB 
SURDITY l . 

The {ttest /nn of the apos olieily of our doctrincs t says Mr. 

Husenbeth in his last pamphlet, is A QUESTION OF HISTORY. 

Mr.Fabir argues, that the whole vitals of the matter 

i itings of the Fathers anterior to the first General 

icil at \ice in 325 ; and that we shall effect nothing in the 

waif &lt;;/ testimony, unless, irith specified dates, we mount step by 

until ire reaeh the age of the approving Apostles themselres. 

J hifi, he i-imtLiids, tie hare nut done, and can/tat do : for he has 

all the .In/enieene Fathers ; and there exists a lack of 

Mfertolf, which rentiers the proposed task impossible. This 

Mr. Fa her * eternal statement : and the man will not 

tee it* glaring alisnrdity. p. 9, 10. 

Mr. Hii.senbeth is grievously inaccurate in making me say, 
that I have j)iiu&gt;ed all the Antenicenc Fathers. Such an as 
sertion made by me. I have indeed perused the 
greater part of their writings : and, in most instances, I have 
perused them severally from begtTMtttg to e/rl : but 1 &gt;&lt; 
aid, what Mr. Husenbeth very inaccurately exhibits me as say- 
^et. though I have ./ n-ad all their writings, I have 
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If, for the establishment of a certain system of 
doctrine, and for the substantiation of a certain 
alleged primeval fact, it be a glaring absurdity to 
resort to the evidence of Scripture and to the tes 
timony of the writers of the three first centuries : 
we shall naturally be led to ask ; What that better 
and more satisfactory mode can be, which is recom 
mended by Mr. Husenbeth. 

His remarks on this point arrange themselves 
under two several statements. 

With much general sound judgment, though 
certainly with a grievous want of distinct particu 
lar application to the present case, he observes : 

read quite sufficient to warrant my perfectly safe remark con 
cerning the peculiarities of Romanism. I stated, and I again 
state, that The doctrinal and practical peculiarities of the Latin 
Church cannot be established, as of apostolical origination, by 
the historical testimony of the Fathers of the three first centu 
ries. If Mr. Husenbeth can confute this very plain statement 
by the adduction of distinct evidence from those early Fathers, 
let him by all means come forward and put me to open shame. 
With respect to the alleged glaring absurdity, of my requiring 
a PROOF of an asserted early fact, through the medium of early, 
rather than of later, testimony : I really am not able to discern 
it, even with all the aid afforded me by Mr. Husenbeth s re 
marks on the subject. Whatever may be the amount of my 
folly, the whole matter will still finally resolve itself into the 
following question : CAN THE APOSTOLICAL ORIGINATION OF 

ROMISH PECULIARITIES BE HISTORICALLY SUBSTANTIATED FROM 
THE FATHERS OF THE THREE FIRST CENTURIES ? If this Can be 

done ; let Mr. Husenbeth do it : if it cannot be done ; let him, 
in all equity, transfer, from my head, to his oirn utterly unsup 
ported scheme of belief and practice, the well-deserved charge 
of glaring absurdity. 
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that // a 1 /// amply suffice to every reasonable in uid, 
:clicn icejiwl the Fathers of the second, third, fourth, 
and .wbxequetit ages, teaching doctrines, which, in 
their time, were universally believed to have de 
scended from the Apostles ; for, on the principle of 
Tertullian s excellent argument from prescription, 
such doctrines must be true, and cannot be er 



roneous . 



To please Mr. Fabcr, says Mr. Husenbeth in the same 
last pamphlet, n-e must find every one of our doctrines clearly 
and fully expressed, step by step, with regular dates, through 
the brukcn a/td imperfect stepping stones of the three first cen 
turies ! And, if, in the scattered remains of the early Fathery, 
ire cannot, at this remote period, find every point of our faith 
as plainly defined as it has been by the Council of Trent : this 
extraordinary controtcrtixt will not admit, that our doctrines 
can be proved apostolical. To us, however, and to every reason 
able mind, it will amply suffice, when we find the Fathers of the 
second, third, fourth, and subsequent ages, teaching doctrines, 
which in their tim were universally believed to have descended 
Jrom the Apostles ; when we find the very earliest Fathers 
^yititing the apostolic Churches, and principally that of 
name, as the ttured deposit* of apostolic doctrine, to which all 
others must recur without fear of error ; when we find TertuUian, 
a Father of the second century, exclaiming in his Book of Pre- 
i tiona, Is it at all likely that so many and such great 
Ctmtket should have erred in their uniform faith ? p. 11, 12. 

In this passage, Mr. Husenbeth, so far as I can understand 
his vagueness of wordy declamation, first intimates, that it is 
unreasonable to expect any historical proof of the apostolicity 
of romisli peculiarities from the Fathers of the three first cen 
turies ; inasmuch as their extant writings are mere broken and 
imperfect stepping-stones : next teaches us, that these peculi 
arities \u-re plainly defined by the Council of Trent, which had 

Q 
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But then, with a judgment by no means equally 
sound, he also observes : that, In regard to the 
earlier Fathers or the Fathers of the three first cen 
turies, so few of their writings have descended to us, 
tJiat to seek for any proof in them is doubtless no- 
th nig better than a glaring absurdity \ 

the grand chronological advantage of not sitting until the mid 
dle of the sixteenth century ; though he is not careful to inform 
us, HOW the Tridentine Doctors contrived so plainly to pick 
them out, according to their own professed appeal to primitive 
antiquity, from those identical broken stepping-stones, among 
which he himself now pronounces it a glaring absurdity to seek 
them : and finally assures us, the whole of his previous state 
ment notwithstanding, that these self-same peculiarities are so 
distinctly propounded as apostolical, by the Fathers of the se 
cond and third, no less than by the Fathers of the fourth and 
all subsequent, ages, that their clear and unambiguous and uni 
versally accordant testimony will amply suffice, not only to the 
gentlemen of the Latin Church, but likewise to every reason 
able mind. 

On the whole, we are taught by this very paradoxical di 
vine : that, While it is a glaring absurdity to expect any proof 
of the apostolicity of romish peculiarities from the broken 
stepping-stones of the three first centuries ; still, nevertheless, 
the Fathers of the second and third centuries testify so plainly 
to this identical matter, that he may run who readeth. 

1 We must be farther sure, says Mr. Husenbeth, that all 
their writings have come down through so many centuries to our 
time, and come down perfect in all their parts The early 
Fathers wrote very little : and none professed to write complete 
expositions of faith So far from the writings of all the primi 
tive Fathers having descended to us, the fact is, that we possess 
very few. p. 10. 

Here we have another specimen of Mr. Husenbeth s idle 
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To reconcile these two not very consistent 
statriiu-nts requires a measure of ingenuity, which 
I claim not to possess. 

For, if the Fathers of the second and third cen 
turies, no less than the Fathers of the fourth and 
fifth and all subsequent centuries, distinct/i/ teach 
the peculiarities of Romanism under the precise 

love of inflated exaggeration. In a farmer citation, by way of 
producing stage-effect with the ignorant and the unreasoning, 

;ioke of the broken and imperfect stepping-stones of the 
three first centuries ; just as if nothing had come down to us 
a few scanty and mutilated fragments, which might all be 
comprised in a twelve-penny pamphlet: now he entertains his 
indulgent latin friends with an assurance, that the early Fathers 
wrote very little, that of that little still less has been preserved, 
and that none professed to write complete expositions of 
Faith ! 

What, did Justin and Ireneus and Tertullian and Hippolytus 
and Clement of Alexandria and Cyprian and the labour-loving 
Origen (as Athanasius well terms him) write but little ? Were 
their scanty productions but slightly connected with doctrinal 
points ? Are the very ancient Creeds preserved by Ireneus 
and Tertullian. even to say nothing of the Symbol of Gregory 
Thaumaturgus and the old Symbols of the Roman andHieroso- 
lymitan and Alexandrian Churches, no sufficiently ample expo 
sitions of primeval Faith ? Have the writings of the above 
.specified Fathers come down to us so parsimoniously through 
the emy of all-devouring time, that the poor disjointed and in 
coherent and scarcely intelligible fragments are mere broken 
and imperfect stepping-stones ? But I forbear. For the sake 

!r. HuM ubeth s moral credit, I wish to believe, that his 
corporeal eyes have never visited the goodly folios (patagonian 
stepping-stones, I trow !\ which contain the works of the I a- 
thcrs \\ .me-- have been enumerated. 

Q* 
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aspect of a then universally acknowledged apos 
tolical origination : I discern not, why Mr. Husen- 
beth should lament the paucity of those writings 
of the three first centuries, which, for the purpose 
of evidence, have been suffered to escape destruc- 
sion ; -I discern not, why, if the peculiarities of 
Romanism be distinctly taught in those same ear 
lier writings, it should be a glaring absurdity to 
seek in them any proof of such peculiarities. 

Happily, however, I am concerned, not with 
Mr. Husenbeth s consistency, but only with his 
projected mode of demonstration. 

1. St. John, at the time of his death, touched 
the commencement of the second century. Con 
sequently, the direct and immediate apostolic 
succession must be viewed, as extending into it. 
Hence I readily allow, that, in regard to the esta 
blishment of our alleged historical fact, a reason 
able mind ought to be satisfied, WHENSOEVER we 
shall Jind all the Fathers of the second and third 
ages, unanimously teaching the peculiarities of Ro 
manism, under the specific aspect of doctrines and 
practices, which, in their time, were universally be 
lieved to have descended from the Apostles. 

This concession Mr. Husenbeth demands : and 
this concession I very freely make. But, how it 
is to benefit his cause, until he shall have^rs^ de 
monstrated that all those early Fathers actually 
DO teach as apostolical the peculiarities of Roman 
ism, I profess myself quite unable to discover. 

He asserts : that All the Fathers of the second 
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and tltinl centuries teach doctrines, which, in their 
time, rcere unirerxallt/ heliered to hare descended 
from the Apostles. 

No doubt, they do : but what concern has this 
with the matter now immediately under consider- 
;ition . We are engaged, not with Christian doc- 
/ riftes in general, but with the peculiarities of the 
Latin Cliurch in particular. Now WHERE do we 
find the Fathers of the second and third centuries 
teaching the peculiarities of Romanism, under the 
aspect of doctrines and practices, which, in their 
time, were universally believed to have descended 
from the Apostles ? 

Let Mr. Husenbeth produce his instances : and 
he may then, with my full consent, call in Tertul- 
lian s argument from prescription. 

2. But here, in truth, is the very point of de 
ficiency. Mr. Husenbeth boldly challenges the 
Fathers of the second and third centuries : but he 
carefully retrains from adducing any testimony 
from their writings ; and, what is even yet more 
extraordinary in this very paradoxical theologian, 
while in his first statement he challenges the Fa 
thers of the second and third centuries, in his se 
cond statement he absolutely himself acknowledges 
the grievous deficiency of evidence so far as they 
are concerned. 

^ ith respect to the earlier Fathers, he argues, 
so few of their writings have descended to us, that 
to seek for any proof in them is the precise glaring 
absurdity, into which I myself have, through the 
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obtuseness of my intellect, been so unhappily be 
trayed. 

Thus, in one statement, the Fathers of the se 
cond and third centuries overwhelm Mr. Husen- 
beth s baffled antagonists, with the copiousness 
and uniformity of their distinct attestations to the 
universally acknowledged apostolicity of latin pecu 
liarities: but, in the other statement, these same 
Fathers suddenly vanish from the arena, with an 
assurance, on the part of Mr. Husenbeth, that it 
is a glaring absurdity to seek any proof from them, 
because so few of their writings have descended 
to us. 

(1.) The ingenious argument, contained in the 
latter of these two statements, is the point, which 
now demands our serious and attentive consider 
ation. 

Strictly speaking, we cannot concede to Mr. 
Husenbeth the praise of its exclusive manufac 
ture. With some valuable improvements of his 
own, Mr. Husenbeth has borrowed it from the 
spiritual armoury of Cardinal Perron. 

That learned dignitary, as we have seen, con 
fesses the perfect inutility of seeking the invoca 
tion of the Saints in the writings of the three first 
centuries : but he solves the difficulty by the 
statement, that most of the writings of that early 
period have perished \ Mr. Husenbeth inclines 
to extend the Cardinal s confession to ALL the pe- 

1 See above, book i chap. 6. | II. 4. (2.) 
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culiarities of Romanism : for, while he asserts, 
that, / // a manner perfect I if rational and satisfac 
tory, the latin din ncs can trace i;\ T.KY point of their 
faith and doctrine up to the Apostles ; yet he ad 
mits their inability to do it precisely in the singular 
manner, which, with most perrerse ingenuity, I am 
to hare marked out for them l . 



1 Undoubtedly, says Mr. Husenbeth, we ought to be able to 
trace eccri/ point of Catholic Faith up to the Apostles; and 
thus n-f CAS and DO trace our doctrines : n-e do so in a manner 
perfectly rational and satisfactory, THOUGH NOT PRECISELY IN 

Till MM, I I.AR METHOD, WHICH, WITH MOST PERVERSE INGE 
NUITY, MR. FABER HAS MARKED OUT FOR US. p. 10. 

The method, which my perverse ingenuity marked out, was 
simply the very natural and obvious method of a recurrence to 
the earliest testimony: and, that I might in no wise seem un- 
-.inahly parsimonious, I chronologically extended the limits 
of that testimony to the period of the three first centuries. 
Mr. Husenbeth, with perfect truth I wot, here acknowledges, 
that the gentlemen of his communion CAN NOT trace their pecu 
liarities of Faith and Practice up to the Apostles in the method 
which I have thus marked out for them : in other words, he 
acknow ledges, that, by the testimony of the three first centu- 
(for that was the method which I marked out,) the aposto- 
licity of romish peculiarities CANNOT be substantiated. 

In what other perfectly rational and satisfactory manner Mr. 
Husenbeth proposes to trace the doctrines and practices of his 
Church up to the Apostles, as he confesses that he ought to li 
able to trace them, I myself cannot even so much as conjec 
ture. 

H f CAN and DO, says lie-, thus trace our doctrines. 

I simply ;i&gt;k, WHERE ? 

My own demand, that the peculiarities of Romanism should 
be substantiate! / nun the testimony of the thtcc Jirst centuries, 
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Here then, at least, Mr. Husenbeth acknow 
ledges, that The peculiarities of his Church have 
no warrant from the writing! of the three first cen 
turies : but, like Cardinal Perron, he would at 
once solve the difficulty and convict myself of 
glaring.absurdity, by the cheap allegation, that A 
great part of the writings of that early period have 
unhappily perished. 

Now, even independently of his direct confes 
sion ; that The apostolicity of Romanism cannot be 
traced precisely in the singular method, which, with 
most perverse ingenuity, I have marked out for him 
and his fellow-labourers : the allegation before us 
so necessarily implies such an acknowledgment, 
that, without the acknowledgment, the allegation 
is a palpably impertinent superfluity. 

is thrown aside by Mr. Husenbeth as a glaring absurdity : be 
cause, sure enough, it is useless to look for evidence, where no 
evidence can be found. 

What, then, is to be done : and how are we to trace the pe 
culiarities in question up to the Apostles, when, confessedly, we 
must expect no aid from the writers of the three first cen 
turies ? 

Mr. Husenbeth, however, professes, not only that the task 
can be accomplished, but also that it can be accomplished in a 
manner perfectly rational and satisfactory ; though, as he ad 
mits, not precisely in tlie manner marked out by myself, for 
which he apparently entertains a strenuous and not ill-founded 
antipathy. 

I can barely reply : FIAT EXPERIMETNUM. 

If Mr. Husenbeth can accomplish, what no mortal man has 
ever yet accomplished : he will deserve the eternal gratitude 
of the Church which he so doggedly advocates. 
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Hence, let the solution, projected by Cardinal 
Perron and adopted by Mr. Husenbeth, avail what 
it can avail : still the acknowledgment remains in 
full force ; that, Simply as a notorious matter of 
r\(T, the peculiarities of Romanism cannot be his 
torically substantiated from the existing writers of 
(lie three first centuries. 

This FACT was what I asserted : this FACT, in its 
assertion, excited the boundless wrath of Mr. 
Husenbeth, and stirred him up to much uncome- 
liness of vituperative phraseology : this FACT I 
have now fully proved : this FACT has, after all, 
been pettishly acknowledged by Mr. Husenbeth 
himself. 

If he deny the acknowledgment ; for Mr. Hu 
senbeth is apt, occasionally, to be somewhat para 
doxical : let him PRODUCE his evidence from the 
writings of the three first centuries. Unless the 
evidence be PRODUCED, the mere stout denial of 
the acknowledgment, which of course implies an 
f/wrtion of the existence of the evidence, will excite 
only a smile upon the countenance of the histori 
cal inquirer. 

What the lost writers of the three first centuries 
man have said, neither Cardinal Perron nor Mr. 
Husenbeth nor myself can positively determine. 
To intimate, that they mttxt have spoken favour 
ably of the doctrines and practices of the Latin 
Church, is a mere gratuitous assumption, which 
can never be for a moment admitted in legitimate 
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argument. This, at least, is certain : that Neither 
the existing documents of the three first centuries, 
nor (what is of much greater concern) the Holy 
Scriptures, afford any warrant for those marked 
peculiarities of Romanism which in review have now 
successively passed before us. 

(2.) But, when the Cardinal and Mr. Husen- 
beth complain of the great loss which their cause 
has sustained by the destruction of certain writ 
ings of the three first ages, we are naturally and 
reasonably led to ask ; why they and their friends, 
such as Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington, have not 
made a better and more ample use of the writings 
which have survived. 

As I have already had occasion to observe, 
more than twenty of the Fathers of that period, 
either perfectly or imperfectly, have come down 
to us. Among these, many, such, for instance, 
as Justin and Hippolytus and Ireneus and Tertul- 
lian and Clement of Alexandria and Cyprian and 
Origen, have descended very full and very large 
in point both of doctrine and of practice. Others, 
again, such as Clement of Rome and Poly carp 
and Ignatius and Athenagoras and Minucius Fe 
lix, have descended most probably complete or at 
least nearly so, though their writings never ran to 
any great extent. 

Here we have abundant materials for the evi 
dential substantiation of really catholic doctrines : 
and, accordingly, we can, from these materials, 
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di.stinctly and step by step, carry up, to the apos 
tolic age itself, the doctrines of the Holy Trinity 
and of Christ s essential incarnate godhead. 

Now why cannot the same be done, from the 
same materials, with the peculiarities of Ro 
manism ? 

Man// of the curly writers have -perished, we are 
told. 

Doubtless, many of them have perished: yet 
still, from the amply sufficient remainder, we can 
establish the fact of the primitive reception of 
every really catholic doctrine. 

But, though many of them have perished either 
wholly or partially : why, for the substantiation of 
latin peculiarities, has not more use been made 
of the treasures which we still possess ? Why, 
under each point of doctrine or of practice, are 
so many of the early writers left altogether un- 
cited ? Why are the pretended proofs from them, 
in the hands of Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington, 
at once so miserably inconclusive and so deplor 
ably penurious ? 

It would, I trow, have been seemly, on the part 
of Mr. Husenbeth, to PRODUCE clear evidence from 
the numerous early writings which we aft// pos- 

S ere he idly and gratuitously babbled of his 
imaginary loss of testimony through the destruc 
tion of those which have perished. 

\Miat ! Can no clear evidence, for latin pecu 
liarities, be produced from any one of more than 
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twenty, either wholly or partially extant, Fathers 
of the three first centuries ? 

Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington have made the 
attempt : but, with what emolument, the inquirer 
has noticed, and Mr. Husenbeth has acknowledg 
ed. All these ancient Fathers die : and, unhap 
pily for the cause of Romanism, they die, and 
make no sign. The peculiarities of the Latin 
Church, as Mr. Husenbeth assures us, can indeed, 
on EVERY point, be traced up to the Apostles, in a 
manner perfectly rational and satisfactory: though, 
as he confesses, not precisely in the singular me 
thod, that is to say, through the evidential medium 
of the Fathers of the three first centuries, which, 
with most perverse ingenuity, I have marked out 
for him and his painful associates. 

II. No reasonable being can be required to be- 
lieve A FACT, without adequate historical demon 
stration : yet I will readily allow, that a fact may 
have occurred, though we may be unable to prove 
its occurrence. 

Hence, though the alleged FACT, of the universal 
reception of roman peculiarities by the Catholic 
Church quite up to the time of the Apostles, be 
utterly incapable of historical substantiation : still, 
in the abstract, the FACT itself may really have oc 
curred. 

Having, therefore, now shewn negatively, that 
The Romanists are unable to produce any evidence 
in favour of their peculiarities either from Scripture 
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or front the icritingx of the three first centuries : I 
shall next proceed to shew positively, that The 
ancients arc not merely Silent, but that they actually 
hear strong and direct testimony against those strange 
innorations, both in doctrine and in practice, zc/tic/t 
characterise the modern Church of the Latin Pa 
triarchate. 



BOOK II. 



THE TESTIMONY OF HISTORY AGAINST THE 
PECULIARITIES OF ROMANISM. 



Hoc exigcrc VERITATEM, cui nemo prsescribere potest ; non 
spacium tc-niporuni, non patrocinia personarum, non privilo- 
gium regionum. Tertull. de virgin, veland. Oper. p. 490. 



CHAPTER I. 



INTR01H ( TORY STATEMENT, 



HITHERTO, I have simply considered the evidence, 

produced by the Romanists themselves, partly 
from Scripture and partly from the writers of 
the three first centuries, for the avowed purpose, 
both of establishing the revealed truth of the pe 
culiarities of (lie Latin Communion, and of sub 
stantiating the alleged historical fact that those 
peculiarities were universally received by the pri 
mitive Church from the very beginning on ihe special 
Around that they had been delivered by the authori 
tative teaching of Christ and his Apostles : and, 
without adducing any testimony to the contrary 
effect, I have merely shewn, what in truth has 
actually been admitted even by some of the papal 
advocates themselves, that such evidence is alto- 
/?&lt;&gt; insufficient to make good the proposition, for 
the demonstration oftchich it icas declaredly brought 
forward. Hence, even if nothing more were said, 
and even if I stopped short at \.\\v present point of 
the discussion, no reasonable person could be 
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justly required to admit the peculiarities of the 
Latin Church either doctrinal or practical. 

For the matter now stands, in manner following. 

The peculiarities of Romanism are, by the 
Latins, asserted to be an essential and constituent 
part of Christianity, inculcated by our Lord and 
his Apostles, and under their sanction and autho 
rity received from the very first by the Church 
Catholic. Such being the case, the burden of 
proof clearly rests upon the shoulders of the as- 
serters. Let the asserters, then, make good their 
assertion : and the question is settled. 

Now this question is, by one of the asserters 
admitted, by others tacitly acknowledged, and by 
none denied, to be a question of history. As a 
question of history, therefore it must be discussed. 

Accordingly, the Romanists have attempted to 
establish their assertion on the basis of alleged 
evidence. But their attempt is a total failure. 
Consequently, no man can be fairly required, on 
the plea of religious obligation, to admit the truth 
of their assertion : inasmuch as their assertion, 
even on their own shewing, has never yet been 
substantiated by adequate testimony. 

I. On the legitimate principles of historical 
evidence, I required the proof of the assertion, 
that The peculiarities of Romanism were receiv 
ed by the Catholic Church from the very begin 
ning on the alleged express authority of Christ 
and his Apostles, to be brought from the writings 
of the three first centuries : for, if, from the testi- 
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monv of the three first centuries, the assertion 

. 

could not IK- substantiated; it were a palpable 
waste of time to seek for its substantiation in 
writings of the fourth or fifth or sixth century. 

Accordingly, as is plain to the very meanest 
comprehension, the matter stands in manner 
following. 

An even perfectly complete historical demon 
stration, of the actual existence of a doctrine or a 
practice four or five hundred years after the 
Christian era, is no proof, that such doctrine or 
such practice existed / // the apostolic age. or hi the 
earliest age of the Church. To establish the fact 
ofprtmewd existence, we reqaire primeval evidence! 
and, unless the testimony of the tree first centuries 
be found to corroborate, in regard to their o:cu 
times, the testimony of much later periods ; the 

imony of those later periods, bearing only 
upon the doctrines and practices which were 

ived during their own evolution, can never 

i-d any solid proof, that those doctrines and 
those practices were apostolical and pr nnitire. 
The connecting link of evidence is plainly wanted : 
and the copiousness, even were it much greater or 
at least much more universal than it really is, of 

fourth m fifth or slvth age, can never be legi 
timately viewed, as salving the defect and as filling 
up the silence of the three Jirsl ag 

On these perfectly intelligible principles, if we 
concede the three first centuries to the Romanist 



i; :&gt; 
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as the field from which he is allowed to make out 
his case of evidence ; we, in truth, present him 
with a very ample and very liberal concession : for 
we might, in undeniable equity, determine the end 
of the second century to be the proper limit of his 
permitted historical investigation. 

II. But, while, for the production of evidence 
to substantiate his assertion, the Romanist is justly 
confined to the three first centuries : the diligent 
inquirer after truth is subjected to no such con 
finement. 

For testimonies against the peculiarities of Ro 
manism, he is at full liberty to resort, not only to 
the writings of the three first ages, but to the 
writings also of any subsequent period. 

The reason of this difference, between the legi 
timate station of defence and the legitimate station 
of attack, is sufficiently obvious. 

If, in the documents of the fourth or fifth cen 
tury, the diligent inquirer finds, on the part of 
the then existing Church Catholic, a disavowal or 
a contradiction of latin peculiarities : it will follow, 
a fortiori, that peculiarities, unknown or disavowed 
in the fourth or fifth century, could not have been 
universally received, upon the declared authority 
of Christ and his Apostles, in the first or second 
or third. 

Hence, as early testimonies are absolutely indis 
pensable to the cause of modern Romanism : so, 
for the purpose of the honest inquirer after truth, 
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there is an aspect, under which the very lateiu-&gt;-&gt; 
of testimony d&lt;r&lt;tinxt latin peculiarities renders 
such testimony peculiarly cogent and valuable. 

Thus, for instance, any testimony of the third 
century against those peculiarities would only 
prove, that they had not started into existence, or 
that they were not ecclesiastically received, during 
the lapse of the third century: whereas testimony 
of the sixth century against them would prove, 
that, even at that comparatively late period, they 
wt-re .sV/7/ unknown and unrecognised. 

In short, the lower \ve can descend in produc 
ing testimony a&lt;r(rimst the peculiarities of Roma 
nism ; the more fully and completely and fatally we 
shall demonstrate their upstart usurping novelty. 



CHAPTER IT. 



INFALLIBILITY. 



FOR the Catholic Church,, which they fondly iden 
tify with the provincial Latin Church of the 
Western Patriarchate, the Romanists claim the 
high prerogative of infallibility. 

I. Where this infallibility resides, however ; or, 
to speak perhaps more accurately, Whether this 
infallibility alike resides with three several organs, 
or is confined to one of those three organs exclu 
sively : the doctors of the Latin Church, as if in 
bitter mockery of the very claim itself, have never 
yet been able fully to agree ; and the infallible 
Church herself, notwithstanding her alleged infal 
libility which doubtless is lodged SOMEWHERE, has 
not hitherto, I believe, thought good to deter 
mine this knotty question. 

1. The Jesuits, and those high Romanists who 
bear the name of Transalp mes, while they of 
course admit that a papally ratified General 
Council is infallible, contend also for the personal 
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infallibility of the Pope ; when, on any point of 
faith, ho undertakes to issue a solemn decision . 

But, as those speculatists are confuted by the 
undeniable fact, that Pope Gregory VII solemnly 
adjudged to the Roman Pontiff the identical title 
which Pope Gregory I had solemnly declared to 
IK- the badge of Antichrist s forerunner 2 : so the 
latin divine Almuin positively declares, on behalf 
of his own party in the infallible Church, that the 
Pope nidi/ err c/v// judicially ; alleging very sensi 
bly, in proof of his declaration, the whimsical 
circumstance, that, in regard to the tenure of the 
property possessed by Christ and his Apostles, 
Pope Nicolas III and Pope John XXII gave two 
judicial decisions which flatly contradicted each 
other 8 . 

2. The low Romanists, who are distinguished 
by the name of Cisalpine* (for serious differences 
exist, it appears, even in the very bosom of privi 
leged inerrancy), not only deny the personal in- 



1 Butler s Book of the Rom. Cath. Church, p. 121 121. 

i fuli-nter dico, quod, quisquis se Universalem Sacer- 
iii voi-at vel vocari desiderat, in ilatione sua Antichristum 
pr.i currit. Gresjor. I. Epist. lib. vi. epist. 30. 

Quod solus Roinanus Pontifex jure dicatttr Cnirrrsalts, 
.cor. VII. dictat. Epist. lib. ii. epist. 55. Labb. Concil. 
vol. x. p. 110. 

Pupa pott^t errare, errore judicial! : di- personal!, omnibus 
notum est. Jae. Almain. de Auctor. Eccles. c, x. 

Quorum unus determinavit jiulicialiter, C! i ft Apos- 

tolos nihil habuissc in comnmni nee in proprio : alter, oppo- 
Ibid. 
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fallibility of the Pope : but hold also, that, for 
heresy or schism (to both of which, we find, the 
alleged fallible head of an infallible body is actually 
liable), he may be lawfully deposed by a General 
Council l . Such being the case, they must, on 
their own principles, inevitably hold the infallibi 
lity of a General Council even when not sanctioned 
by the papal confirmation : for it is quite clear, on 
the one hand, that no prudent Pope, at least, 
would ratify the sentence of his own deposition, 
or confirm the decree which pronounced him to 
be a schismatic or a heretic ; and it is equally 
clear, on the other hand, that no General Council 
could infallibly pronounce the Pope to be a here 
tic or a schismatic, himself all the while stiffly 
denying, as of course he would deny, the offensive 
allegation, unless such General Council, indepen 
dently of any papal ratification, were itself consti 
tutionally infallible. 

But, here again, we are immediately encoun 
tered by a practical confutation of the low Cisal- 
pines, as we before encountered a similar confu 
tation of the high Transalpines. 

The Council of Constantinople, which sat in 
the year 754 but which was never confirmed by 
the Pope, unanimously decreed the removal of 
images and the condemnation of image-worship : 
but the second Council of Nice, convoked in the 
year 787 and confirmed by the Pope, decreed the 

1 Butler s Book of the Rom. Cath. Church, p. 121124. 
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reestablishment of image-worship, and anathema 
tised all those who had concurred in its abolition ; 
a decision, afterward repeated by the Council of 
Trent, which also was honoured by the papal 
confirmation . 

Now the Cisalpines, by the very necessity of 
their principles, hold the infallibility of a General 
Council not ratified by the Pope ; for, otherwise, 
they will be reduced to the inconsistency of main 
taining, that the head of the Church may be fully 
convicted of heresy and may be lawfully deposed 
from his high station by a Council, which itself is 
fallible and therefore palpably unautkoritctfive : 
and, a fortiori, they hold, in common with all 
Romanists, the undoubted infallibility of a General 
Council, when the Pope lias been pleased to 
ratify it. 

Hence they are brought to the goodly conclu 
sion : that The papally uwrattfied Council of Con 
stantinople which condemned image-worship, and 
the papally ratified Councils of Nice and Trent 
:chich established tmage-ttorskip, are, in their oppo 
site decisions, all equally infallible 2 . 

1 Concil. Nic. II. act. i. Labb. Concil. vol. vii. p. 56, 57, 
GO, 61. act. vi. p. .341. Concil. Trident, sess. xxv, p. 507, 508. 

2 It may be useful to consider the perplexed case of the 
( Ualpines somewhat more at large. 

1. In the words of the second Nicene Council, the Cisalpines 
may pos&gt;ibly object : that, Although the Council of Cotmtaitti- 
n&lt;ij&gt;!c TWA Leu t/mnniiiKttcd the xeccMtli Ecumenical 

, by persons H-/IO think rightly, it is lan-fully and Ct 
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3. The respective peculiar theories of the Tran- 
salpines and the Cisalpines having been thus com- 



styled a false Synod, as being alienated j rum all truth and piety, 
and as having rashly and boldly and atheistically barked against 
the heaven-delivered ecclesiastical legislation, and as having in 
sulted the holy and venerable images, and as having commanded 
them to be removed from the holy churches of God. Hence 
they may urge, that, on their principles, they are no way bound 
to admit its infallibility. 

13ut such an evasion will, in no wise, serve their purpose. 

How do they know, that the Council of Constantinople was 
not the seventh Ecumenical Council, but on the contrary that 
it was a false synod ? 

They can only reply : that Its character was determined to 
be such by the second council of Nice. 

Such a reply, however, is, on their principles, palpably irre 
levant and nugatory. 

The Council of Constantinople, unratified by the Pope, de 
clared itself to be the seventh Ecumenical Council : the second 
Council of Nice, ratified by the Pope, contradicted its declara 
tion. Now, on the principles of the Cisalpines, a papally 
ratijied Council and a papally unratified Council are alike infal 
lible. The perplexing question, therefore, will perpetually 
recur : Why should the Cisalpines believe the declaration of the 
second Nicenc Council as to the character of the Council of Con 
stantinople, rather than the declaration of the Council of Con 
stantinople as to its own character ? 

II. Possibly, however, taking a somewhat different ground, 
the Cisalpines may allege : that The Council of Constantinople 
was not ecumenical and therefore not infallible, because the 
western Bishops were not present. 

To this allegation, according to the principles advocated by 
the Bishop of Strasbourg, it would be quite sufficient to reply : 
that Tacit assent, not mere bodily presence, on the part of the 
Bishops dispersed over the n-orld, assures us that a Council is 
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jH-ndiously disposed of, nothing remains but the 
third theory, in which all good Romanists agree, 

n-ally tn&lt;mtni&lt;-(il. Trevern s Answer to DirF. of Roman. 

,,. -y. 

But we can do much more. 

A . soon :is tlie merits of the case were known in the West, 
the conduct of the occidental Bishops was prompt and decisive. 
In the year 794-, or exactly seven years after the session of the 
.second Nicene Council, Charlemagne assembled at Frankfort a 
Council of SOO western Bishops, who reversed the idolatrous 
decision of the Nicene Fathers, and who ratified the antiiidola- 
trous decision of the Constantinopolitan Fathers by their con 
current unanimous condemnation of BDage-wonhip. To the 
Constantinopolitan Council, therefore, nothing was wanted, 
tin- j cpal COltftrmation : and t!;e Cisalpines, who hold that 
it (iiiteral Council may convict the Pope cf heresy and mai) 
thence lawfully pronounce his deposition, will, of course, deem 
the papal confirmation quite unnecessary. Hence the Cisal 
pines, unless they be content to plunge into irremediable incon 
sistency, must clearly admit the infallibility of the image-con 
demning Fathers of Constantinople. 

V .y. they are hound to do it even a fortiori. For they 
acknowledge the right of the Council of Constance, to depose 
all the three then rival Popes, and to set up yet a fourth in 
their place ; though, by latin theologians, the Council of Con 
stance is not rated as an Ecumenical Council. Therefore, if 
they thus, by a plain and necessary consequence from their 
own principles, acknowledge the infallibility of the papally ttn- 
rntijied Council of Constance : they cannot consistently deny 
the ctjutil infallibility of the papally nnratijicd Ecumenical 
Council of Constantinople, whose image-Condemning decree 
! even the formal and express assent of 300 western 
Bishops assembled in the Council of Frankfort. 

ould they attempt to cut this gordian knot, by /// &lt;mcc 
denying the infallibility lioth of the Council of Constantinople 
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whether they make or make not the special addi- 
taments of Transalpines and Cisalpines. 

and of the Council of Constance, on the dogmatical plea that 
neither of those two Councils was ec-umenical : they will im 
mediately be involved in the absurdity of maintaining ; that A 
Council, neither ecumenical nor infallible, may, nevertheless, 
infallibly convict a Pope of heresy or schism, and may thence 
lawfully proceed to his formal deposition. 

III. The reason, why the Council of Constance is not rated 
as ecumenical, I conclude to be, because it asserted the supe 
riority of Councils to Popes, and because it obviously could not 
have received the papal confirmation. Here, then, arises yet 
another difficulty for the amusement of the Cisalpines. 

The Pope-deposing doctrine of the Council of Constance 
was rejected, as false, by the two acknowledged ecumenical 
and papally ratified Councils of Florence and fifth Lateran. 
Hoc Concilium, says Cardinal Bellarmine of the Council of 
Constance, quantum ad j;riias sessiones, nbi dejfnit CONCILIUM 
ESSE SUPRA PAPAM, reprobatum est in Condi. Flor. et Later. V. 
Rcliqua probata sunt. Bellarm. Oper. vol. i. p. 12. 

Now, so far as I can understand the matter, the Cisalpines 
can by no possibility maintain their own opinion, without di 
rectly asserting : that The two ecumenical and papally ratified 
Councils of Florence and ffth Lateran, which stand^ the six 
teenth and seventeenth in the popish mutter-roll of Ecumenical 
Synods, have erred in their decision, and consequently are in v&lt;&gt; 
wise infallible. 

1. I pretend not to say, what may be Dr. Trevern s private 
sentiments on this highly curious question : for, like our re 
nowned Protector Oliver Cromwell, he possesses the enviable 
and useful faculty of speaking largely on a topic without ex 
citing a single definite idea. 

He assures his readers, however : that We Catholics agree 
perfectly in the same principle : and, in reality, n&lt;e on both 
sides attach the seal of Infallibility to UNIVERSAL CONSENT. 
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This third theory is: that Infallibility /.v Indn 
rcif/t a (iff/era/ ( o/inci/ ratified Inj the papal cuii/ir- 
iitutJon. 

r. to Dillic. of Rom. p. 23, 21. And this assurance he 
deems quite a siitlieieut reply to what he is pleased to call my 
formidable object/on ; meaning, I do suppose, by the rule of 
contrary, that my objection is not formidable. 

It is somewhat difficult to perceive the cogency of the reply, 
inasmuch as it professedly rests upon the alleged fact of UNI 
VERSAL CONSENT. Are we to receive or to deny the doctrine of 
The superiority of a Council to the Pope ? Two papally ra 
tified Ecumenical Councils, we see, deny it : and yet, as the 
Cisalpincs have practically demonstrated, the denial of these 
two infallible Councils is by no means a matter of UNIVERSAL 

CONSENT. 

The truth is, Dr. Trevern was grievously hampered : 
and thence, according to his wont, while he wraps up his lack 
of detinitcncss in barren and unmeaning generalities, he falls 
foul of myself in the cheap line of personal abuse. 

2. Mr. Berington teaches us : that // is no article of catho 
lic faith in beliere, that the Pope is in himself infallible, SCJHI- 
ratedfrom the Church, cren in expounding the faith. Faith of 
C.ithol. p. 177, 178. 

I have the satisfaction of perfectly agreeing with him as to 
the fallibility of the Pope, though I am somewhat puzzled 
how to reconcile him with himself. 

I nless I wholly misunderstand Mr. Berington, the Church 
t\ doctrinaUtj infallible : but the Vicar of Christ, the dirinelij 
appointed head of the Church, is doct ri nail ij fallible. Mr. Be- 
rmgton, in short, who apparently is a st-mt Cisalpine, seems to 
hold the favourite low Church paradox of an infallible body 
:il guided bi/ a fallible head. Compare Faith of 

iiol. p. 145, 154, 155, 177, 178. 

If an alien may presume to t,n\e an opinion, I should say, 
that, nn &lt;_-vnuinc latin principles, the Transalpine has decidcdlv 
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As the present theory is, by far, the most con 
venient to the Romanists ; as it is universally (I 
believe) adopted by them, whether they addition* 
ally hold or entirely reject the other two theories ; 
and as, in truth, it constitutes the very strength 
of their battle, by enabling them to disavow at 
pleasure any conciliar decree which has not been 
passed by some one of the acknowledged eighteen 
ecumenical and papally ratified Councils : it will 
be proper to state the evidence against it some 
what more copiously. 

II. Now this evidence maybe usefully arranged 
under two heads : the practical contradict orincss of 
Councils thus circumstanced, either to Scripture, or 
to the primitive Church, or to themselves, or to 
other Councils similarly circumstanced; and the 
testimony of certain of the old Fathers in regard to 
points, which immediately involve the conciliar in 
fallibility maintained by the advocates of the Latin 
Church. 

1. Let us begin with the practical contradict o- 
riness of papally ratified Ecumenical Councils, 
either to Scripture, or to the primitive Church, or to 
themselves, or to other Councils similarly circum 
stanced, 

(1.) The Council of Ephesus, rated as the third 
Ecumenical Council, after a due recital of the 

the better of the Cisalpine : though I acknowledge myself 
somewhat staggered by the practical cisalpine argument of Al- 
main from the flat judicial contradictoriness of the two tran- 
salpinely infallible Popes Nicolas III and John XXII. 
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Niceno-Consttntmopolitan C recd which defines 
tin- procession of the- Holy Ghost siniplif from the 
Father, determined: that it was unlawful to in 
troduce any other additional point of faith into 
that already solemnly recognised Symbol . 

Hut the- Council of Trent, rated as the eighteenth 
Kcumenical Council, heedless of the decree of its 
remote predecessor, confirmed that additional ar 
ticle of faith, which complexly defines the proces 
sion of the Holy Ghost both from the Father and 
from the Son 2 . 



I uvruv cLvaywaftivTW, dpiatv ? / ayia avrococ, trtpav 
fttfiiri iZtlvai Trpo&lt;f&gt;epii&gt; iiyuvv avyypu^en T) trvmOiyat, 
ifv opufOiiovCf irapa rS&gt;v ayiuv Trare pajv rStv lv rfj Nucaciw 
t\f)trr(itv iroXei aw Ayi ^i Dif^iari. rouj ce roX^iwvra 7} 
irtfTtf tripuv i)yovv irpoicOfU(uv i*/ Trpcxtteptti roig 
mtrrplfuv etc triyvtmv ri/c aXrjdtiar, tl yutv tltv 
*/ K Xt/ptk-oi, uXXorpiuvs tlvai, TOVQ iiriaKoirovg 
Kal TOVQ cXqpucOVC TOV K\r]pov ft ce XIUKOI t\iv t a 

Concil. Eplics. can. vii. Bever. Synod, vol i. 
p. 103. 

1 Concil. Trident, st-ss. iii. p. 6. I have no immediate con 
cern with either the abstract propriety or the abstract impro 
priety of introducing the famous clause Filiorjne. My present 
htisiin-ss is, not with doctrinal truth 05 such, but with conciliar 
infallibility. Now the complex procession of the Holy Ghost 
(nun both the Father and the Son is clearly an ert pa iri&lt;mr from 
tin- y ini)&gt;!i- procession of the Holy Ghost from the Father only. 
And, accordingly, under this precise aspect, the Greeks have 
always imliini;mtly protested a^.iinst the introduction of the 
( :U1 utvsumptuous innovation of the Latins in the very 

b of the Ecumenical Council of Ephcsus. Had the old de 
finition of Tertullian liern adopted, it is possible, that the dis- 
l &gt;ut il Churclu .-. a dispute not yet tenni- 

r 

I 
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(2.) The second Council of Nice rated as the 
seventh Ecumenical Council, and afterward the 
Council of Trent rated as the eighteenth Ecume 
nical Council, decreed the relative worship of 
images, cursing all those who should presume 
to impugn their decision . 

But holy Scripture, without descending to any 
idle and sophistical distinctions of Latr ia and of 
Dulia or of relative worship and positive worship, 
altogether forbids the making of images for the 
purpose of bowing down to them and worshipping 
them 2 . 

(3.) The second Council of Lateran, rated as 
the tenth Ecumenical Council, prohibited the 
marriage of the Clergy ; and that, not merely on 
the score of temporary and mutable discipline 
(though such an imposition, made even under 
this aspect, were offensively presumptuous), but 
on the distinctly specified score of immutable mo 
rality : for it expressly rests its prohibition upon 
the judicially alleged circumstance, that The mar- 

nated, might have been happily prevented. Hoc inihi et in 
tertium gradum dictum sit, qui spiritum non aliunde puto, quam 
a Patre per Filium. Tertull. adv. Prax. 3. Oper. p. 406. 
The Per Filium, which (if I mistake not) is a doctrine admitted 
by the Greeks themselves, might have saved the honour of the 
Epl.esine Council, by being received as a mere explanation of 
the mode in which the Spirit proceeds from the Father : the 
filioque is a palpable addition of an ercpa iriari^, 

1 Concil. Nic. ii. act. i. Labb. Concil. vol. vii. p. 60, 61. 
Concil. Trident, sess. xxv. p. 507, 508. 

2 Exod. xx. 4, 5. 
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rifi&lt;re of the Clergy /.v nothing hetter than a devo 
tion to chambering and rcdntonm ss . 

But holy Scripture declares, that marriage is 
honourable in all men : and, accordingly, speaks 
with full approbation of the marriage of the 
Cleigy . 

(1.) The third Council of Lateran, rated as the 
eleventh Ecumenical Council, decreed: that oaths, 
contrary to ecclesiastical utility (the points of con 
trariety and utility to be, of course, determined 
by the interested Roman Priesthood themselves), 
are not to be performed : because, so far from be 
ing legitimately binding oaths, they are mere acts 
of perjury null and void from the beginning 3 . 

1 Cum enim ipsi templum Dei, vasa Domini, saerarium Spi- 
ritus Sancti, debeant et esse et clici r indignum est eos cubili- 
hu^ et immundicitiis deservire. Concil. Later, ii. can. vi. 
Labh. Concil. vol. x. p. 1003. Yet the consistent Church of 
Rome actually determines that identical institution, which in 
the case of the Clergy she estimates as chambering and wan 
tonness, to be in the case of the Laity one of her seven Sacra 
ments. Concil. Trident, sess. xxiv. can. i. p. 345. Accord 
ing to tin- infallible Council of Trent, marriage is a sacrament: 
rdin&lt;r to the equally infallible second Council of Lateran, 
chambering and wantonness : according to assuredly in 
fallible Scripture, it is honourable in all men. 
1 H,b. xiii. 4. 1. Tim. iii. 2, 4, 8, 11, 12. 

i enim dicenda sunt juramenta, sed potius, perjuria, 
contra utilitatem ecclesiasticam et sanctorum patrum ve- 
niunt instituta. Concil. Later, iii. can. xvi. Labb. Concil. 
vol. X . p. l.-,17. 

This canon is the real basis of the doctrine, that Faith ;v not 
/&gt;t ii-itlt heretics : and it bears the same relation to it, 
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But holy Scripture pronounces : that every 
oath, which does not contradict a plain and well 

that Genus bears to Species. When Faith with heretics is not 
contrary to ecclesiastical utility, as in the case of the ordinary 
transactions of life between man and man ; it must be religi 
ously kept : but, when Faith with heretics is contrary to eccle 
siastical utility ; then it must be religiously broken. 

I. Such was the principle, on which faith was broken to 
Huss at the Council of Constance : not that faith was not or- 
dinarlly to be kept with heretics, but that it was not to be 
kept when ecclesiastical utility required its breach. 

Nullum Jidei catliolicce vel jurisdictioni ecclesiastics praeju- 
dicium generari, quo minus, dicto salvo conductu non obstante^ 
liceat, judici competent! et ecclesiastico, de hujusmodi perso- 
narum erroribus inquirere, eosdemque punire, quantum justi- 
tia suadebit, si suos errores revocare pertinaciter recusaverint; 
etiam si, de salvo conductu confisi, ad locum venerint judicii, 
alias non venturi : nee sic promittentem, cum fecerit quod in 
ipso est, ex hoc in aliquo remansisse obligatum. Concil. Con 
stant. Decret. Quod non obstantibus salvis conductibus. Labb. 
Concil. vol. xii. p. 169. 

II. The Council of Trent fairly acknowledges the decision 
of the Council of Constance to be a faith-breaking decision, 
by the very circumstance of its professing to suspend it, in fa 
vour of heretics of all nations, during the period of its own 
session : thus flatly contradicting the sixteenth canon of the 
infallible third Council of Lateran, if the Council of Constance 
rightly interpreted that canon. 

Insuper, omni fraude et dolo exclusis, vera et bona Jide pro- 
mittit, ipsam Synodum nullam vel manifeste vel occulte occa- 
sionem quaesituram ; aut aliqua auctoritate, potentia, jure, vel 
statute, privilegio legum vel canonum aut quorumcunque Con- 
ciliorum, praesertim Constantiensis et Senensis, quacunque 
forma verborum expressa, in aliquod hitjus Jidei publicce et 
plenissimce assccurationis ac ptiblicce et liberce aud tentice, ipxis 
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defined moral duty, is imperiously binding upon 
tlu- conscience; that those, -who love false oaths, 
are hated by the Lord; that, whatever goes forth 
from a person s lips under the obligation of an 
oath, must be strictly kept and performed ; and 
that no vain and arbitrary and interested plea of 
utility can authorise us to violate an oath, but 
that it must be religiously observed even though 
the observation of it may be disadvantageous to 
the benefit or convenience of the juror l . 

(5.) The fourth Council of Lateran rated as 
the twelfth Ecumenical Council, and at a subse 
quent period the Council of Trent also, declared : 
that, in the Eucharist, the substance of the bread 
and wine is materially changed into the substance 
of the bodv and blood of Christ 2 . 

J 

But the early Fathers of the Church pronounc 
ed, as the undoubted orthodoxy of primitive times: 
that the change in the elements is not material 



n.vam Synodum concesste, pr&judicium, quovis modo usu- 
ram, aut qucnu|uam uti permissurnm : quibus in hac parte pro 

vice drrogat. Concil. Trident. Salv. Conduct, sess. xviii. 
p. 201. 

In tlif not very complimentary omm fraude et dolo exclusii, 
tlic 1 ridentine Fuvhers confess their Constantian Predecessors 
to have Wen most Infamously and me -ly fraudulent and 

fn rout. 

Numb. x\x. 2. Li-vit. xix. 12. Deut. xxiii. 23. Zechar. 
viii. 17. I &gt;:ilm xv. 4. Re\ . xxi. 8. 

( oneil. 1,,-ittT. iv. can. i. Labb. Concil. vol. xi. par. i. p. 
Concil. i rident. sess. xiii. c. 1. 2. 5, 4. can. i, ii. p. 122 
1.30. 

S2 
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but moral ; and, consequently, that the bread and 
wine, by virtue of consecration, pass not out of 
their own proper nature and substance \ 

(6.) The Council of Trent, rated as the eigh 
teenth Ecumenical Council, after propounding 
the doctrine of all men being born in original sin, 
declared : that it was not the intention of the 
Council to comprehend, within the decree which 
treats of original sin, the blessed and immaculate 
Virgin Mary the mother of God ; but that the 
holy Synod ratified and adopted the papal deci 
sion, which straitly forbad, until the Pope should 
have made up his mind on the subject, the public 
preaching or asserting, that the blessed Virgin 
was conceived in original sin 2 . 

But Scripture pronounces : that all mankind, 
Christ only in his human nature excepted, are 

1 See below, book ii. chap. 4. VII. 

! Declarat tamen haec ipsa sancta Synodus, non esse suae in- 
tentionis, comprehendere in hoc decreto, ubi de peccato original! 
agitur, beatam et immaculatam Virginem Mariam Dei genetri- 
cem ; sed observandas esse constitutiones felicis recordationis 
Sixti Papae IV, sub prenis in eis constitutionibus contentis, 
quas innovat. Concil. Trident, sess. v. p. 14. Sanctissimus 
dominus noster, post longam et maturam discussionem, de- 
crevit et praecepit, ac praesentis decreti virtute mandat et 
praecipit omnibus et singulis cujusque ordinis, ut in posterum, 
donee articulus hujusmodi a S. Sede Apostolica fuerit defini- 
tus, vel per sanctitatem suam et Sedem Apostolicam fuerit 
aliter ordinatum, non audeat, in publicis concionibus, lectioni- 
bus, conclusionibus, et aliis quibuscumque actibus publicis, 
asserere, quod eadem beata Virgo fuerit concepta cum peccato 
originali. Ibid. p. 24, 25. 
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conceived and born in sin *. The Council of 
Trent, therefore, /o/-/W.y us to preach and assert, 
what Scripture enjoins us to preach and assert. 

(7.) The Council of Trent declared : that, al 
though Christ instituted the Eucharist in two 
kinds, and although he thus administered it to his 
Apostles ; yet we are bound to confess, that the 
whole and entire Christ and the true sacrament 
are taken only under one kind, that the recipients 
of the Eucharist only under one kind are defraud 
ed of no grace, and that the censurers of the ad 
ministration of the Eucharist under one kind only 
to the Laity and the non-officiating Clergy are ac 
cursed 2 . 

But Christ (as the very Council itself, with an 
assurance parallelled only by that of the Council 
of Constance, actually confessed) authoritatively 
instituted the Eucharist under two kinds ; admi 
nistered it, under both kinds, to the Apostles, who, 
at that time (even if we admit them to have been 
then ordained to the ministry), were assuredly 
not officiating ; and gave no warrant for the pre 
sumptuous and indecent sacrilege, as Pope Gela- 
siu&gt; and Pope Leo well stigmatise the profane in 
novation, of administering it only under one kind 3 . 

1 Horn. iii. 10. v. 1219. 2 Corinth, v. 21. 1 Peter ii. 22. 
1 Concil. Trident, sess. xxi. c. 3. can. i, ii, iii. p. 204, 205, 
206. 

1 Insupcr declarat, yitamris Redeniptor noster in snprema 
ilia cu-na hoc sacranu-ntum in duahus speciehus instituerit et 
Apostolis tradidcrit. tauten tati-ndum CSM-, etiam sub altera 
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(8.) The Council of Trent decreed : that the 
person, who should censure the practice of not 



tantum specie totum atque integrum Christum verumque 
sacramentum sumi ; ac propterea, quod ad fructum attinet, 
nulla gratia necessaria ad salutem eos defraudari, qui unara 
speciem solam accipiunt. Concil. Trident, sess. xxi. c. 3. p. 
204. Vide etiam Concil. Constant, sess. xiii. Labb. Concil. 
vol. xii. p. 100. 

Comperimus, quod quidam, sumpta tantummodo corporis 
sacri portione, a calice sacri cruoris abstineant. Qui procul- 
dubio, quia nescio qua superstitione docentur obstringi, aut 
integra sacramenta percipiant, aut integris arceantur : quia 
divisio unius ejusdemque mysterii, sine grandi sacrilegio, non 
potest provenire. Pap. Gelas. apud Gratian. de Consecrat. 
dist. ii. c. 12. 

Quum, ad tegendam infidelitatem suam, nostris audeant in- 
teresse mysteriis, tam sacramentorum communione se tempe- 
rant, ut interdum tutius lateant, ore indigno Christi corpus 
accipiunt, sanguinem autem redemptionis nostrae haurire om- 
nino declinant. Quod ideo vestram volumus scire sanctitatem, 
ut vobis hujusmodi homines et hisce manifestentur indiciis ; et, 
quorum deprehensa fuerit sacrilega simulatio, notati et proditi 
a sanctorum societate, sacerdotum autoritate pellantur. Pap. 
Leon. serm. quadrages. iv. 

The sacrilegious miscreants (to adopt the phraseology of the 
two Popes Gelasius and Leo), who wished to communicate under 
the kind of bread only, were the Manicheans. These heretics 
were the original mutilaters of the Eucharist ; as their prede 
cessors, the Gnostics, were the original advocates of image- 
worship. See Iren. adv. hser. lib. i. c. 24. 9. Epiph. adv. 
haer. lib. i. haer. 27. Yet, what was rank sacrilege and idola 
trous impiety in one age of the Church, became, in another 
age, orthodoxy so indisputable as to be sanctioned even under 
the penalty of a bitter anathema. 

With such naked historical facts as these staring him in the 
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celebrating Mass in the vulgar tongue, is ac 
cursed . 

Scripture forbids the celebration of divine ser 
vice in an unknown language 2 . 

(9.) The Council of Trent decreed : that the 
souls of the faithful, after death, pass into pur 
gatory, ere they pass into heaven 3 . 

face, Dr. Trevern has absolutely the undaunted assurance to 
gloze in manner following. 

Mais peut-etre 1 Eglise Catholique avovt-elle dans les der- 
niers temps outrepasse les bornes dans sa pratique et dans son 
enseignement ? Bien moins encore. Ses principes, une fois 
definis, sont irrevocables : elle-meme y est immuablement 
enchainee par des liens qu il lui est dorenavant impossible de 
briser. Discuss. Amic. lett. xvi. vol. ii. p. 324. 

\Yhat ? Were the principles of the Catholic Church (as Dr. 
Trevern ridiculously calls the provincial Latin Church) irrevo 
cable, when two Popes solemnly and judicially pronounced, 
that communion under one kind n-as a great sacrilege ? But the 
Romish Priesthood are not very curious as to FACTS, when the 
interest of their Church is to be subserved. Under this in 
fluence, Dr. Trevern will tell us ; that her principles are irre 
vocable : and Mr. Husenbeth, not a whit behind his gallican 
master, will gravely assure us, in absolute defiance of testi 
mony ; that all ecclesiastical writers, without one exception, for 
fifteen anluries doivn to the time of the Reformation, vouch 
unanimously ami tjcpressly for the Roman Episcopate of St. 
I d. 

[iiis dixerit, lingua tantum vulgari Missam celebrari 
debt-re ; anathema sit. Concil. Trident. sea. xxii. can. ix. 
p. 244. 

1 Corinth, xiv. 126. 
Concil. Trident, sess. vi. can. xxx. p. &lt;j(&gt; \\v. p. 
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Scripture declares : that those, who die in the 
Lord, are blessed, and rest from their labours. 
And, accordingly, it exhibits the soul of Lazarus, 
as passing immediately into that portion of Hades 
or the separate state which is denominated Abra 
ham s bosom: while it describes the soul of the 
rich man, as confined in that other portion of 
Hades, which is set forth, not as a transient pre 
paratory purgatory, but as a dungeon of fearful 
prelibatory punishment to receive its completion 
in gehenna \ 

(10.) The Council of Trent decreed : that the 
old vulgate latin translation of the Scriptures, as 
it stood in the year 1546, ought to be received as 
authentic and canonical 2 . 

But, in the year 1590, this immaculate authen 
tic version was published, by Pope Sixtus V, with 
sundry corrections made by his own unerring 
hand ; as he himself is laudably careful to inform 
us, in his preface to his improved edition : and, 
little more than two years afterward, the improved 

1 Rev. xiv. 13. Luke xvi. 19 31. Our english translators, 
using, in Luke xvi. 23, the old word Hell in its original sense, 
have probably misled many persons into the false notion, that 
the parable describes the rich man as being in what me now 
commonly denominate Hell. But such is not the intimation 
of the parable. The separate soul of the rich man is said to 
be, not in Gehenna, but in Hades : iv r&lt;jj $$. When the final 
place of endless punishment, after the reunion of the soul and 
the body, is meant, the entirely different word Gehenna is 
always employed. 

1 Coucil. Trident, sess. iv. p. 8, 9. 
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edition of the already immaculate and authentic 
version received itself yet additional improve 
ments, even to the formidable amount of some 
thousands, when the Latin Vulgate appeared be 
fore the admiring Public in the edition of Pope 
Clement VIII . 

(11.) The Council of Trent pronounced: that 
the sacrifice of the Mass is offered, not only for 
tin. sins and necessities of the living, but likewise 
for the relief of the dead in Christ not hitherto 
fully and sufficiently purified 2 . 

Yet, with splendid inconsistency, this self-same 
Council defined the effect of Extreme Unction to 
be : that it washes out the remains of sin, and 
effectually cleanses us from those faults which 
might still require to be expiated 3 . 

(12.) The Council of Trent declared all those 
persons to be accursed, who should deny the apo 
cryphal books of Tobit, Judith, Ecclesiasticus, 
Baruch, and Maccabees so far as the two first 
portions of that history extend, to be sacred and 
canonical 4 . 

But the primitive Church, as we learn from the 
distinct and concurring testimony of Melito and 
Cyril and Ruffinus and Jerome and Epiphanius 
and Athanasius, rejected the apocryphal books 

:iinjjflect s Ration. Ace. part i. chap. 7. p. 213. 
1 Concil. Trident, sess. xxii. c. 2. p. 239, 240. 

I ric-tin dclicta, si quse sint adhuc expianda, ac peccati re- 
iiia* rtli&gt;terpit. Concil. Trident, sess. xiv. c. 2. p. 161. 
nul. Trident, sess. iv. p. 8. 
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from the Canon of Scripture : and, with the tem 
porary exception of the Epistle of Baruch ap 
pended to the book of Jeremiah, reckoned up the 
canonical books of the Old Testament, precisely 
as the Jews have always done, and as the Re 
formed Churches still continue to do l . 

2. Let us next proceed to the testimony of cer 
tain of the Fathers in regard to points, which im 
mediately involve the conciliar infallibility main 
tained by the advocates of the Latin Church. 

For the better perception of the force of this 
testimony, it will be necessary to premise a few 
observations respecting the romish doctrine of 
Tradition : a doctrine, for which, through the 
medium of a most gross misrepresentation, the 
authority of the Ancients is confidently adduced. 

Ireneus, about the year 175, insists, with much 
sound sense, upon the mighty strength of the ar 
gument to be derived from the uniformity of 
apostolic tradition in every distinct Church which 
then existed 2 . The Romanists, eagerly catching 
up the phraseology of the venerable primitive 
Father, wish to claim him, as the unexceptionable 

1 Melit. Sardens. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 25. 
Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 37, 38. Ruffin. Expos, in Sym 
bol. Apost. ad calc. Cyprian. Oper. p. 26, 27. Hieron. Pro 
log. Scriptur. Galeat. Oper. vol. iii. p. 287. Epiphan. de men- 
sur. et ponder. Oper. p. 300. Athan. Epist. Festal, xxxix. 
Oper. vol. ii. p. 44, 45. Succinct. Script. Synop. Oper. vol. 
ii. p. 6163, 101, 133. 

1 Iren. adv. haer. lib. i. c. 2, 3. p. 34 36. 
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advocate and early witness for Tradition in their 
sense of the word : and, by this dishonest manage 
ment, they have, it is to be feared, deceived num 
bers, to the no small danger of their eternal salva 
tion. But, in truth, no two things can be more 
different, than Tradition in the mouth of Ireneus, 
and Tradition in the mouth of a Latin Ecclesiastic. 
By Tradition, Ireneus means the oral delirery of 
the SELF-SAME matters which lite Bible delirers in 
urifhig: so that all unlettered Catechumens re 
ceived ejcclush c/y from oral delivery those identi 
cal doctrines, which they might have equally re 
ceived, and which more literate persons actually 
did additionally receive, from the written word of 
God . But, by Tradition, the Roman Church 
means a concurrent and coequal SUPPLEMENT to 
iptnre : a supplement, which, whether it re- 

1 Iron. adv. ha?r. lib. iii. c. 3, 4. p. 170 172. Quid 
autein, si neque Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquissent nobis, 
nonne oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam tradiderunt 
iis quibus eommittebant ecclesias ? Cui ordinationi assentiunt 
multa pcntes barbarorum eorum, qui in Christum credunt, sine 
charactere vel atramento scriptam habentes per spiritum in cor- 
(libus suis saluU iii, et veterem traditionem diligenter custodi- 
entes. 

Ireneus then ])rocci-ds to give us, what these unlettered bar 
ms had K-arni-d by oral tradition or by the delivery of evan 
gelical truths through the medium of oral catechumenical in 
struction : and we find them to be, not any matters respect I DL; 
whir!) the written word is silent, and which must therefore 
&gt;rdin&lt;r to the Romanists) be supplied from oral tradition; 
but i lie jr, at fundamental truths, which the written 

\\n\t\ nil / , a 

1-2 
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spects faith or practice, is to be received and 
venerated with an equal pious affection and rever 
ence with God s own written word, on the pro 
fessed ground that it is no less a divine revelation 
than Scripture itself; a supplement, which makes 
good the alleged deficiencies of the written word, 
so that God s will and God s revelations are to be 
sought, not exclusively in the written word, but 
partly and equally (so far as authority is concern 
ed) in what the Latins are pleased to call the un 
written word *. 

Now, except in the way of trifling or unessential 
ceremonies which might be rejected or retained at 
pleasure and which are no way necessary to salva 
tion, the ancients recognised nothing of Tradition 
as explained and defended by the modern advo 
cates of the Church of Rome 2 . The gnosticising 



1 Perspiciens hanc veritatem et disciplinam contineri, in 
libris scriptis, et sine scripto traditionibus, quae ipsius Christi 
ore ab Apostolis acceptae, aut ab ipsis Apostolis Spiritu Sancto 
dictante quasi per manus traditae, ad nos usque pervenerunt, 
orthodoxorum Patrum exempla secuta, sacrosancta Synodus, 
omnes libros tarn veteris quam novi Testamenti, cum utriusque 
unus Deus sit auctor ; nee non traditiones ipsas, turn ad fidem 
turn ad mores pertinentes, tanquam vel ore tenus a Christo vel 
a Spiritu Sancto dictatas et continua successione in Ecclesia 
Catholica conservatas, PARI pietatis affectu ac reverentia, sus- 
cipit et veneratur. Concil. Trident, sess. iv. p. 7, 8. 

1 Thus Tertullian mentions the early prevalence of the cus 
tom of signing with the sign of the cross, though Scripture 
confessedly gives no warrant for any such practice. Tertull. 
de coron. mil. 3. Oper. p. 449. So long as this practice 
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heretics, indeed, for the purpose of establishing 
tlu-ir monstrous speculations, insisted upon a con 
current supplemental oral tradition : which, in 
principle, was the very same as the tradition as 
serted by the Latins ; and which, in application, 
was used after a precisely similar manner 1 . But 



be used simply to indicate, that we profess to know nothing 
save Jesus Christ and him crucified : it is perfectly harmless, 
though in no wise obligatory. But, if it be industriously used 
for the purpose of scaring away devils and the like : it then 
becomes a contemptible and mischievous superstition. 

1 Nee enim fas est dicere, quoniam ante praedicaverunt 
(scil. Apostoli) quam perfectam haberent agnitionem: sicut 
quidam audent dicere, gloriantes emendatores se esse Apos- 
tolorum. Postea enim quam surrexit Dominus noster a morte, 
et induti sunt superveniente Spiritu Sancto virtutem ex alto, 
de omnibus adimpleti sunt, et habuerunt perfectam agnitio 
nem, exierunt in fines terrae, ea quae a Deo nobis bona sunt 
rvangolixantes, et ccelestem pacem hominibus annunciantes, 
rjui quidem et omnes pariter et singuli eorum habentes evan- 
gi-lium Doi : quibus siquis non assentit, spernit quidem par- 
ticipes Domini, spernit autem et ipsum Christum Dominum, 
spernit vero et Patrem, et est a semetipso damnatus, resistens 
et rrpugiKins saluti suae ; quod faciunt omnes haeretici. Cum 
enim ex Scripturis arguuntur, in accusationem convertuntur 
ipvirum Scripturarum : quasi non recte habeant ; neque sint 
.-iiithoritate ; et quia varie sint dictae ; et quia non possit 
ex his invi-niri veritas ab his, qui nesciant traditionem. Non 
enim per literas traditam illam, sod p&lt;&gt;r vivani vocem: obquam 
cnusam, rt Paulum dixisse ; Sapicnttam anfcm loquimur inter 
perfectos, Sdpitntium antcm non mundi hujus Cum autem ad 
; iti-rum traditionem, quse est ab Apostolis, quee per Sue- 
Clones Piesbyterormn in Ecclesiis custoditur, provocamus 
qui adversantur traditioni : dicent, se, non solum Presby- 
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Ireneus, the identical witness who is actually 
claimed as their own by the Roman Ecclesiastics, 
bears his testimony, in the very strongest terms, 
against this bastard supplemental Tradition : and, 
in the place of it, or rather in direct opposition to 
it, he would set up that legitimate apostolical Tra 
dition, which, alike and karmomousty , was handed 
down both in the written word and in the oral in 
structions delivered to the Catechumens by each 
several then existing Church without any vari 
ation \ 



teris sed etiam Apostolis existentes sapientiores, sinceram in- 
venisse veritatem. Iren. adv. haer. lib. iii. c. 1,2. p. 169, 
170. 

1 Traditionem itaque Apostolorum, in toto mundo manifes- 
tatam, in Ecclesia adest perspicere omnibus, qui vera velint 
audire. Iren. adv. hser. lib. iii. c. 3. p. 170. 

What this apostolical tradition, common alike to all then 
existing Churches, propounded, was not something unrevealed 
in the written word, but simply the articles of faith set forth 
by that written word itself. See Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 4, 
5. and lib. i. c. 2, 3. 

Yet, with all these passages under his very eyes, Mr. Be- 
rington actually cites Ireneus, as a voucher for Tradition, ac 
cording to the sense alike ascribed to that word both by the 
old Gnostics and the modern Church of Rome : that is to say, 
according to his own definition of the term, he actually cites 
him, as vouching for the reception of point* of catholic belief 
and practice NOT committed to writing in the Holy Scriptures ; 
when, all the while, Ireneus is stoutly condemning this identi 
cal claim, of establishing points of catholic belief and practice 
from tradition NOT committed to writing in the Holy Scriptures, 
on the part of the gnosticising heretics. NON enim per literas 
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The decisions, then, of the Council of Trent 
and of other Councils of the same stamp, are pro 
fessedly built : not simply upon Scripture, even 
according to their own gratuitous interpretation 
of Scripture ; but also, with declared EQUAL pious 
affection and reverence , upon sundry oral tradi 
tions, which they are pleased to call apostolical, 
and which propound both doctrines and practices 
respecting which Scripture itself is profoundly 
sik-nt. And these decisions, thus professedly 
built upon a foundation altogether distinct from 
Scripture, we are, under the very penalty of a 
curse, required to admit, as infallible determina 
tions from which no appeal can lie even to Scrip 
ture itself. 

These observations being premised, we shall 
now be prepared to hear and to feel the full force 
of the testimony, so distinctly borne, by certain 
of the ancient Fathers, both to the sole authority 
of Scripture as a rule of Faith, and to the falli 
bility of all Councils whether provincial or ecu 
menical. 



illfini (sell, veritatem), sed per fit-am vocem ; was the 
&lt;. -\jirt-ss .-duration of those heretics, miidi-mnt-d, not approval, 
Ity Mr. Bt-rin-rton s \vitiuss Iniu us. See Faith of Cathol. p. 
130, 1. 

Thai imhlushinnly, on the pretended vrnerahle authority of 

I miens, is error propagated amoiui the ignoraut or the indo- 
It-iit or the unwary. 

PARI pietntis afFectu ac revrrentia. Concil. Trident, sess. 
iv. p. 8. 
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(1.) Let us first attend to the venerable Ireneus. 

The disposition of our salvation we know not 
through any other persons, than those by whom the 
Gospel has come to us: which then, indeed, they 
themselves orally preached ; but which afterward, 
according to the will of God, they traditionally 
handed down to us, in the WRITTEN word, as the 
future basis and column of our faith l . 

We, following one only true God as our teacher, 
and having his DISCOURSES as the rule of truth, al 
ways say the same things respecting the same mat 
ters 2 . 

(2.) Let us next hear Tertullian. 

As for Hermogenes, let his shop produce the 
WRITTEN word. If he be unable to produce the 
WRITTEN word in substantiation of his tenets, Jet 
him fear that Woe which is destined to those who 
either add to it or who detract from it 3 . 

1 Non enim per alios dispositionem salutis nostrae cognovi- 
mus, quam per eos per quos Evangelium pervenit ad nos : 
quod quidem tune pracconiaverunt ; postea vero, per Dei vo- 
luntatem, in Scripturis nobis tradiderunt fundamentum et co- 
lumnam fidei nostrae futurum. Iren. adv. haer. lib. iii. c. 1. p. 
169. 

The apostolic tradition, we see, acknowledged by Ireneus, 
was contained in the written word. Whether that word was 
read or orally communicated ; still there was no diversity in 
the truths propounded : for, in fact, they were identical. 

3 Nos autem unum et solum verum Deum doctorem se- 
quentes, et regulam veritatis habentes ejus sermones, de iisdem 
semper eadem dicimus. Iren. adv. haer. lib. iv. c. 69. p. 300. 

Scriptum esse doceat Hermogenis officina. Si MOM est 
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(3.) We may next hear Hippolytus. 

/ //ere /.v one God, whom we know from no other 
fiuf/iorifi/, than the holy SCRIPTURES. For, jitxt r/.s- 
a person, who wished to exercixe the wisrlom of this 
world, would not be able to attain it save by atten 
tion to the dogmata of the philosopher* : so, if we 
r.v .v// to exercise piety toward God, we can exercise 
it from no other (juarter than from God s own ora 
ch Whatsoever matters, then, the divine SCRIP- 
n RKS declare ; these let us learn : and, whatsoerer 
matters theij teach ; these let us recognise : not ac- 
ci&gt;rdin&lt;r to our own humour or according to our own 

r^ O 

mind, neither with any wresting of the tilings deli 
vered from God : but, cren as he himself wished to 
x/ie-u u.s through the Iwhj SCRIPTURES, thus kt us 
letirn \ 

(4.) We may next attend to Cyprian. 

U /letter is that pretended Tradition? Does it 
descend from the authority of the Lord and the 
(inspels : or does it come down from the mandates 

r fum, tini. .-it l ,e illucl adjicicntibus aut detrahentibus cles- 
tiiKitiiiii. I\Ttull. adv. IK rnior. 12. Oper. p. 346. 

C, i&gt;v OUK- uXXodtv 7rtyiy W(r:o/.i&gt; , acfX^oi, f/ it: rSiv 

ayitttf yputywv. "()v yap TOOTTOV tar TIC p&lt;w\i)(hj riff aotylav rov 

alSvOf rovrov uffk fTr, OVK &lt;i\\w&lt;: OvrlfftTtU TOVTOV rv^iir, tui /oy 

nun qn\&lt;Hrv(t&gt;&lt;iii&gt; ii rv xji Ti&gt;y uiinn i /) rpoirov oaot Stoat petal 1 

Itmlr pov\6fit8a t out: c tXXoOn &lt; &lt;TO/O-O/ 11 ix -CJv \oyuov row 

. "0&lt;m Toli vv Kr)pvrr&lt;iovaiv in fii iai ypa^at, "ittufity K(ti uaru 

TO , ifiyvufUV /u; ;ar tci&lt;n- -i.miiotmi , /J/ " ^&lt;"" 

i, iiti t : ^,:^ f .ii(,i,i ru viro TOU Oiuv Tefo/u ra a\X , iiv 

\&gt;;"r; i-i run uyuur yodyCui _ , 

Hipjxil. cont N&lt;x i^ ix. opt r. vol, ii. j. 1 . . l.; 

T 
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and letters of the Apostles ? God testifies, that those 
things are to be done, which are WRITTEN If, then, 
any such precept can be found, either in the Gospel, 
or in the Epistles and Acts of the Apostles : let 
this divine and holy tradition be observed l . 

(5.) We may next hear Cyril of Jerusalem. 

Respecting the divine and holy mysteries of the 
faith, not even a tittle ought to be delivered without 
the authority of the holy SCRIPTURES. Neither ought 
any thing to be propounded, on the basis of mere 
credibility, or through the medium of plausible ra 
tiocination. Neither yet repose the slightest con 
fidence in the bare assertions of me your Catechist, 
unless you shall receive from the holy SCRIPTURES 
full demonstration of the matters propounded. For 
the security of our faith depends, not upon verbal 
trickery, but upon demonstration from the holy 
SCRIPTURES 2 . 

(6.) Let us next hear the great Athanasius. 

11 Unde est ista traditio ? Utrumne de dominica et evange- 
lica auctoritate descendens, an de Apostolorum mandatis atque 
epistolis veniens ? Ea enim facienda esse quae scripta sunt, 
Deus testatur Si ergo aut in Evangelic praecipitur, aut in 
Apostolorum Epistolis aut Actibus continetur: observetur 
divina haec et sancta traditio. Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiv. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 211. 

2 Act yap, Kepi TWV dtiojv Kal dyt wv TIJQ wt orcwe /ivori/ptwi i 
e TO rtf\ov avtv rwv deiwv TrapadtdovQat ypaywv /HTJCE inr\G&gt;q 
TTjTL Kal Xoywv KaraffKEvaiQ -rrapa^lpeadai prj^E epol ry 
TCLVTO. aoi \iyovTi aTrXwg Triffreviryg, iav rrjv airocei^iv rail Karay- 
yt\\o^.f.vwv ot7ro T&V Qc.ii&gt;)v fJLri Xafiyc ypa^wj/ ?/ ffwrrjpia yap 
avrr\ ri]Q TTIOTEWC flpG&gt;v t OVK i, evpetnXoytac, ctXXa It, ot 
TU&gt;I&gt; 6ti&lt;i)v tori y^a^wv. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 30. 
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The holt/ and dirinely inspired SCRIPTURES are 
sufficient for the declaration of the truth 1 . 

Let (i person solely learn the matters, which are 
set forth in the SCRIPTURES: for the demonstrations, 
contained in them, are, in order to the sett/ing of 
this point, &lt;juite sufficient and complete 2 . 

If ye are disciples of the Gospels, walk accord 
ing to what is WRITTEN. But, if you choose to al 
lege ant/ other matters beyond what is WRITTIA : 
why do I/OH contend against us, who will never be 
persuaded either to hear or to speak a single syllable 
beyond God s WRITTEN word 3 ? 

These ; namely, the canonical books of Scrip 
ture, from which the apocryphal books are care 
fully excluded : These are the fountains of salra- 
tion ; so that he, who thirsts, may drink from the 
oracles contained in them. In these ALONE is the 
el-angelical school of piety. Let no one add to 
them : and let no one detract from them 4 . 



iv yap dolv ai cty/cu ecu Oeoiryevffroi -ypatyui, 
r&gt;}- rjc ci\ij8mc uTrayyeXiW. Atlian. Orat. cont. gout. 
OJKT. vol. i. p. 1. 

ov ra tv rale ypo^alg fjLardavl-w avrapKrj yap cat iVaru 
ra iv avraec i ^ifva wtpi TOVTOV 7rapaCf/y//ara. Athan. ad 
Scrap. Spirit. S. rum esse creat. Oper. vol. i. p. u.59. 

-oivvv paOijTai tart. r&lt;Lv ti/ayyeX/wr, ffrm^t irf role 

ycypanplvoic KCU yei o/ztVotc. K&lt; (t irepa rapa ra ytypap.nlva 

XaXtu povXtffOe, ri rpc/c ///&lt;ac cuifm-^effde, rove pit re uKovitr ^re 

1 ~ a P il r yeypappira 7rii6o}*ivovf ; Atlian. de incarn. 

Clirist. Oper. vol. i. p. 1S4. 

irt)yai rou a&Tiipiov, tStrrt rov (idwi-r 
rowrof Xoy/wc. I .r TOVTIIIS ^li-voit. TO r/c t vatptiur 

i 2 
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// is the part of mere triflers to propound and to 
speak the things which are NOT WRITTEN l . 

What the WRITTEN word has never revealed, you 
will never be able to discover 2 . 

(7.) We may next attend to Jerome. 

Ax we deny not the things, which are WRITTEN : 
so the things, which are NOT WRITTEN, we reject. 
We believe, that God was born of a virgin ; be 
cause we read it : but, that Mary was married after 
her parturition, we believe not ; because we read it 
not 3 . 



vaAeloi evayyeXi^trai. M^Cftc rovroic tTri/SuAAt rw" price. 
(Kpaiptiadtij TI. Athan. Epist. Fest. xxxix. Oper. vol. ii. p. 45. 

Immediately afterward, Athanasius informs us, that the apo 
cryphal books, though appointed to be read for edification, 
must be carefully excluded from the acknowledged written word 
of God, inasmuch as they are not received by the Church as 
canonical. 

AAA tvEKa yt TrXtiovoQ akpifieiag 7rpo0T/07^ui, KCU TOVTO ypd^&gt;wv 
we a&gt; on ianv Kal trepa fiifiXia rovrwv tfadtv, ov 
^ofAEva p.EV, reruTraijUfVa CE Trapa rHJv vrarepw* d^aytvaxr- 
role ciprt Trpoaep^opEVOts Kal ftov\o^lroi Karri^E iffdaL rov 
rijc EVffE^ticiQ \6yov. Ibid. p. 45. 

1 natojTWv yap "iliov Ipwr^v ra pi) yypa^^/eVa icai Xt yetv. 
Athan. Epist. ad Scrap. Oper. vol. ii. p. 29. 

*O ydp OUK: UTTEV &gt;; ypa^&gt;), ov^ ip//(Tte. Athan. de S. Trm. 
dial. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 172. Orthodoxus loquitur. 

1 Ut heec, quas scripta sunt, non negamus : ita ea, quae non 
sunt scripta, renuimus. Natum Deum esse de virgine, credi- 
mus ; quia legimus : Mariam nupsisse post partum, non credi- 
mus ; quia non legimus. Hieron. adv. Helvid. c. ix. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 116. 

It is somewhat unfortunate, that the learned Fathers of the 
Council of Trent, and after them Pope Paul V., should not 
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Learn, then, In the (Urine s( uirn RES, through 
which ALONE //an can understand the full will of 
d lid, that some things nre prohibited and tliat other 
//i hi ITS arc commanded, that some things are granted 
and that other things are persuaded \ 

(8.) Let us next hear Basil. 

77 is a manifest apostasy from the faith, and a 
clear proof of arrogance, either to disregard any 
matter of the things which are WRITTEN, or to in 
troduce argumentative!!/ any matter of the thing* 
which are NOT WRITTEN 2 . 

The things, which are WRITTEN, believe: the 
things, which are NOT WRITTEN, seek not after 3 . 

(9.) Finally, let us hear the great Augustine. 

Demonstrate, from an// one of the CANONICAL 
Apostles and Prophets, the truth of what Cyprian 
has written to Jubaianus : and I should then hare 
no room for contradiction. But now, since what 
I/OH produce i* NOT CANONICAL; through the liberty 
to which the Lord has called us, I receive not the 

have adopted this very simple rule of Jerome for the purpose 
of determining the question, whether the Virgin Mary was or 
-&gt; not born in original sin. 

1 Scito itaque, in scrlpturix divinis, per quas solas potes ple- 
nam Dei intelliiri-iv voluntatem, prohiberi quaedam, preecipi 
(jua dum, concedi aliqua, nonnulla suaderi. Hieron. ad Denu- 
triud. de virgin. Oper. vol. ix. p. 4. 

5 tyai fptt tKTTTU&gt;air Tn rrrewe, K"at virepijfyavias xarriyopia, j) 
-i r&lt;Hiv yfypa/j.pi.ytt)y, f; (.Tttiaaytiv TWV p.ij yeypa.p.p.f.viiti . 
1. di- vcr. tid. Oper. vol. ii. p. 386. 

ytypappeiNHt xiOTtVi ru fjn} ytypttfifitru fii&lt; i, i/rt*. 
il. Honiil. ilr Tviu. xxix. 
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decision even of a man, whose praise I cannot attain 
unto, with whose writings I presume not to compare 
mi/ own writings, whose genius I love, with whose 
eloquence I am delighted, whose charity I admire, 
whose martyrdom I venerate l . 

Wlnj adduce you the authority of Cyprian for 
your schism, and yet reject his example for the peace 
of the Church ? Who knows not, that the holy 
CANONICAL SCRIPTURE, whether of the Old or of the 
New Testament, is comprehended within its own 
certain limits ? Who knows not t that, to all later 
episcopal letters, it is so preferred, as to exclude 
any permission of rising doubt or dispute, whether 
whatsoever is written in it be true or right ? But, 
as for the letters of Bishops which either are written 
or were written after the confirmation of the Canon; 
if peradventure there be found in them any deviation 
from the truth, we may freely correct them, eitlier 
by the weightier discourse of more skilful theolo 
gians, or by the better instructed prudence of other 
Bishops, or by the collective intervention of Coun 
cils. So again: national or provincial Councils 

1 Ac per hoc, si ea, quae commemorasti, ab illo ad Jubaia- 
num scripta, de aliquo Apostolorum vel Prophetarum canonico 
recitares : quod omnino contradicerem, non haberem. Nunc 
vcro, quoniam canonicum non est quod recitas, ea libertate ad 
quam nos vocavit Dominus, ejus viri, cujus laudem consequi 
non valeo, cujus raultis literis mea scripta non comparo, cujus 
ingenium diiigo, cujus ore delector, cujus charitatem miror, cu 
jus martyrium veneror, hoc quod aliter sapuit non accipio. 
August, cont. Crcscon. grammat. lib. ii. c. 32. Oper. vol. 
vii. p. 160. 
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t, mdupKtabkft to yield to the authority of pie- 
nan/ Cou/fcik, which are collected out of the whole 
Christian World : and plenary Councils thonselves 
may often be AMENDED by later Councils ; when, 
through better experience, that winch was shut is 
opened, and that which lay hid is known \ 

III. As the alleged infallibility of papally rati 
fied Councils is, of plain necessity, altogether in 
compatible with the well ascertained occurrence 
of perpetual contradictions both to Scripture and 
to the primitive Church and to other Councils 
and even to themselves : so it is easy to perceive, 
how the Fathers, not only of the three first cen 
turies but also of the fourth and fifth centuries, 

1 C ur auctoritatem Cypriani pro vestro schismate assumitis, 
et ejus cxemplum pro Ecclesiae pace respviitis ? Quis autem 
m-si iat, sanctam Scripturam canonicam, tam Veteris qviam 
Novi Testament], certis suis terminis contineri, eamque omni 
bus posterioribus episcoporuui literis ita praeponi, ut de ilia 
omnino dubitari et disceptari non possit, utrum verum vel 
utrum rectum sit, quit-quid in ea scriptum esse constiterit : 
&lt; piscoporum autem literas, quae post confirmatum canonem vel 
scripts sunt vel scribuntur, et per sermonem forte sapientiorem 
cujuslibet in ea re peritioris, et per aliorum episcoportim gra- 
viorem auctoritatem doctioremque prudentiam, et per Concilia, 
licere reprehendi, si quid in eis forte a veritate deviation est : 
ft ipsa Concilia, quae per singulas regiones vel provincias fiunt 
plenariorum Conciliorum auctoritati quae fiunt ex universo 
&lt;&gt;rbe christiano, sine ullis ambagibus cedere : ipsaque plenaria 
f priora posterioribus cmendari ; cum, aliquo experimento 
rcnini, njifritur quod clausum erat, et cognoscitur quod late- 
bat ? Aii_Mist. de Baptism, cont. Donatist. lib. ii. c. 3. Oper. 
vii. p. 37. 
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\ 

would have viewed the arrogant pretensions of 
the Roman Church to an inerrancy of deciding 
both doctrinal and practical points, not only upon 
her own dogmatical interpretation of canonical 
Scripture, and not only upon the insufficient au 
thority of the uninspired and primitively rejected 
Apocrypha, but even upon an indigested chaotic 
mass of silly oral traditions vainly indicatory of 
matters respecting which God s written word is 
entirely silent. 

The Bible ALONE, professedly shutting out the 
Apocrypha which the Tridentine Synod has pre 
sumptuously declared to be canonical, those early 
Fathers acknowledge, as the authoritative rule of 
faith and practice. Traditions or speculations, 
which set forth points unpropounded or contra 
dicted by Scripture, they strenuously and syste 
matically reject. To the Law and to the Testi 
mony, is their constant language. Whatever can 
not be proved from the written word of God, they 
pronounce to be undemonstrated and unobliga- 
tory. Cyril charges his Catechumens, not blindly 
and servilely to acquiesce in his statements, but 
to try by Scripture all that he advanced, and if 
found contrary to it to reject his lectures without 
the least ceremony or hesitation : Jerome, and 
the whole concurring chorus of those ancient 
theologians, avow themselves to receive only the 
things which are written ; while the things, which 
are not written, they positively and uniformly 
throw aside : and, as Augustine calls for demon- 
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st ration, not from mere human authority, but 
from UK- canonical writings of the Apostles and 
Prophets ; so he explicitly tells us, that provincial 
Councils may be corrected by Ecumenical Coun 
cils, and that earlier Ecumenical Councils them 
selves may be amended by better advised later 
Ecumenical Councils. 

1\ IIM:, THK WRITTEN WORD OF GOD ALONE i\\\:\ 

APMIT TO BE TRl LY INFALLIBLE. 



CHAPTER III. 



SUPREMACY. 



THE Latin Theologians claim for the See of 
Rome the right of a dominant Supremacy over 
the whole Church Catholic: so that those, who 
are not in subjection to that See, are to be ac 
counted as aliens and rebels and schismatics. 

Now the plea, on which this claim is set up, is 
the transmission of the dominant Supremacy of 
St. Peter to his canonical successors the Bishops 
of Rome. 

In such a plea, it is evident, that two historical 
facts are alleged : the dominant Supremacy of St. 
Peter over the entire Catholic Church; and the 
constantly acknowledged dominant Supremacy of 
the Roman Bishops, on the specific ground that 
they are severally St. Peter s successors. 

Hence our present business is to produce tes 
timony against each of these two alleged histori 
cal facts. 

I. The testimony against the dominant Supre 
macy of St. Peter must obviously be sought in the 
volume of the New Testament. 



\v. in. j mrnrn.TiKs or ROMANISM. k js;j 

I lore our purpose must be to inquire, not whe 
ther the holy Apostle might or might not, in 
some cases, be recognised, by his brethren in the 
Apostles-hip, as the first among equals in ecclesi 
astical authority : for, with this very inferior and 
(in truth) very insignificant question, either affirm 
atively or negatively, we have no manner of con 
cern. But our purpose must be to inquire, whe 
ther the whole tenor of the Greek Scriptures be 
not absolutely fatal to the notion ; that Peter was 
the sovereign monarch of the Catholic Church, 
that his dominant supremacy extended over every 
member of it, and that all the other Apostles (so 
far from being his ecclesiastical equals) both right 
fully owed and cheerfully paid to him a due canon 
ical obedience: for this, not the former f is the real 
question which must be brought under discussion. 

1. The positive testimony, against?//? dominant 
Xn fire m (ic// of *S7. Peter, may be arranged under 
the following particulars. 

(1.) Shortly after the ascension, we find Peter 
apparently taking the lead in the important busi 
ness of appointing a successor to the miserable 
Judas. He acts, at least, as a sort of prolocutor ; 
and, in so far, he might seem to have some kind 
oi preeminence : but, as we advance in the nar 
rative, the phantom of an absolute primacy rlits 
away from our grasp and vanishes into impalpable 
ether. 

Had Peter been the divinely-appointed vicar of 
Christ upon earth ; he, no doubt, acting as the 
5 
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Lord s special representative, would have ap 
pointed, by his own exclusive sovereign authority, 
the new suffragan Apostle : for, in regard to such 
elevated rank, it were plainly inconsistent to come 
to any other conclusion. 

But, in point of fact, we do not find, that this 
was the case. The whole Assembly, not he him 
self specially, appointed two candidates for the 
vacant office : and, when that preliminary step 
had been collectively taken, the matter was re 
ferred, not even then to Peter, but by lot to the 
Supreme Head of the Church himself. 

From these recorded circumstances I infer, that 
the prolocution of the zealous and warm-hearted 
Peter was incidental rather than official l . 

(2.) The next time, that we hear of Peter, is 
on the day of Pentecost. Through the descent 
of the Holy Ghost, the Apostles spake with di 
verse tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance : 
and the strangers in Jerusalem were not a little 
amazed at the circumstance. Whereupon Peter, 
standing up with the eleven, explained to them 
the fact and nature and object of the miracle. 

Now the substance of the explanatory speech, 
ascribed by name to Peter, must certainly, both 
from the turn of the expression and from the 
necessity of the narrative, have been alike de 
livered by all the Apostles. Had Peter alone 
spoken in a single particular tongue, a small part 

1 Acts i. 1326. 
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only of the multitude 1 would have understood him. 
I)mil&gt;tle&gt;s, therefore, the same matters were de 
livered l&gt;y the other Apostles in other tongues to 
other divisions of the multitude : and, accordingly, 
we read, not that Peter stood up solely, but that 
lie stood up jointly with the eleren ; not that the 
multitude in return addressed Peter exclitsirely, 
but that they spake unto Peter and unto the rest 
of I he Apostles } . 

(3.) Soon after this transaction, we find St. 
Peter, not enacting the sovereign primate, but 
submitting with St. John to the collective autho 
rity of the Apostolic College. 

l\ lien the Apostles which ice re at Jerusalem 
heard that Samaria had received the word of God, 
nun sent unto them Peter and Jo/in 2 . 

It is easy to conceive, that Christ s monarchal 
vicar might send two of his dependant suffragans, 
in the quality of his legates, a latere, upon an 
ecclesiastical errand : but it is very difficult to ex 
plain, how the dependant suffragans took upon 
themselves to send Christ s monarchal vicar and 
their own lawful dominant primate upon the 
business of the Church, thus apparently governed 
in common by a spiritual aristocracy, not by a 
single absolute spiritual sovereign. 

(4.) In course of time, the Gentiles, no less 
than the Jews, received the word of God from 

A bi ii. 137. Ilml. viii. 14. 
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the honoured hand of Peter. But this circum 
stance displeased those of the Circumcision : and 
they forthwith proceeded to contend with their 
ruling primate. Yet that high officer, most un 
accountably, on the principles of our modern 
Latin . Theologians, did not silence them by the 
divine authority of his sovereign vicariate. So far 
from it, he was content meekly to vindicate him 
self on the very sufficient score, that it was not 
for him to withstand God. Satisfied by this ra 
tional process, the gainsayers held their peace and 
glorified the Lord. It is evident, however, that 
they submitted, not to Peter s primatic mandate, 
but to the very ample reason which he gave for 
his conduct *. 

(5.) We next have an account of what is usu 
ally called the first Council at Jerusalem. 

In this Synod, after much previous disputation, 
Peter is said to have risen up and spoken. He 
was followed by Barnabas and Paul. And the 
business was finally closed by James : who, ap 
parently as the President of the Council, gave his 
ultimate sentence. Barsabas and Silas were then 
sent to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas, not how 
ever by Peter singly in his supposed capacity of 
dominant primate, but by the Apostles and Pres 
byters collectively in conjunction with the whole 
Church : Peter himself not being even so much 

1 Acts xi. 118. 
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as once 1 mentioned in the decretal letter, which 
runs in the general name of the Apostles and 
Presbyters and Brethren . 

From such a narrative if we could collect any 
tiling specific, it would he, that James, not Peter, 
was the primate of the Apostolic College ; and a 
very plausible case might be made out on the 
strength of the circumstances, that James acted 
as the first stationary Bishop of Jerusalem, and 
that the Church of Jerusalem was acknowledged 
by the fifth Ecumenical Council to be the Mot ho 
of all Churches z : but, in truth, we learn nothing, 
as to the dominant primacy of either Apostle. 
James seems to have presided on the occasion : 
but, if that were the case, he was a mere tempo 
rary president. The decree of the Council avow 
edly rests on the general collective authority of 
the Apostles and Presbyters acting in harmonious 
conjunction with the whole Church. Neither 
Peter, nor Peter s legate, ruled the Assembly : nor 
do the concurrence and sanction of Peter seem 
to have been at all more necessary than the con 
currence and sanction of any other Apostle, in 
order to make the decree valid and canonical. 
This primitive Council, in short, furnishes no 
warrant for any of those arbitrary and fanciful 
rules, by which the Church of Rome, in the midst 

1 Acts xv. 4 31. 

1 Euscb. Histor. Eccles. lib. ii. c. 23. lib. iv. c. 5. Epist. 
Synod. Concil. Constant, ii. njmd Thcodoret. Hist. Eccles. lib. 
v. c. 9. 
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of jarring Synods, vainly attempts to preserve a 
shadow of chimerical Infallibility. 

(6.) If, however, all the Apostles were mere 
suffragans of their divinely instituted dominant 
lord and primate St. Peter : then, of course, St. 
Paul likewise must have sustained toward him the 
same relative character of dutiful submission and 
canonical obedience. But, in point of fact, the 
very reverse of this proves to have been the case : 
nor, on latin principles, do I discern, how St. Paul 
can be viewed under any other aspect than that 
of an always negatively independent and some 
times positively contumacious rebel. 

As Paul evidently labours in perfect indepen 
dence of Peter and without the slightest reference 
to his alleged sovereignty : so, in strict harmony 
with his practice, he, carefully and (as it were) 
jealously, intimates, that he derived his authority, 
neither from Peter nor from James nor from any 
other of the Apostles, but by revelation of Jesus 
Christ alone; and, agreeably to this claim of per 
fect independence, when he met Peter at Antioch, 
he withstood him to his face, because, as he assures 
the Galatians, he was to be blamed 1 . 

How such conduct, on the part of a confessedly 
inspired Apostle, can be reconciled with the latin 
theory of Peter s monarchal dominant Supremacy, 
I confess myself utterly unable to discern. 

2. To the positive testimony against the mo- 

1 Galat. i. 1124. ii. 1 16. 
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narchal rule of St. Peter, we may properly sub 
join that negative testimony which is furnished by 
the total silence of the Evangelical Writers. 

If the doctrine of the dominant Supremacy of 
Peter, with its adjunct of the Roman Succession, 
as stated in the Tridentine Confession of Pope 
Pius IV, be an article of the catholic faith so 
essentially necessary, that no person, as we are 
gravely assured, can be saved without its un 
hesitating reception : we may reasonably expect, 
that it would be distinctly and explicitly stated in 
Holy Scripture \ Yet, what the Roman Doctors 
have determined to be necessary to salvation, the 
Bible never so much as once even mentions. Not 
a hint on the topic of the Apostle s absolute 
monarchy is dropped in any part of the inspired 
ecclesiastical history : nor is Peter himself through 
out his two Epistles, or Paul throughout his four 
teen Epistles, a whit more communicative. Equally 
silent are the Epistles of James and John and Jude: 
nor do we find any assertion of this alleged do 
minant primacy in the book of the Apocalypse. 

II. Scripture, then, both positively and nega 
tively, testifies against the vain figment of St. 

1 Sanctam Catholicam et Apostolicam Romanam Ecclesiam, 
omnium Ecclesiarum matrem et magistram, agnosco : Roma- 
noque Pontifici, beati Petri Apostolorum principis successor! 
ac Jesu Christ! vicario, veram obedientiam spondeo ac juro 
Hanc veram catholicam fidem, extra qitam nemo sal L-US es.\e po~ 
.im et inviolatam rctinere et confiteri. Prof. Fid. 
Trident, ex bull. Pii IV. apud Syllog. Confess, p. ,3. 

U 
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Peter s absolute ecclesiastical monarchy: and we 
shall soon find, that History no less testifies against 
the pretended fact, of the constantly acknowledged 
dominant supremacy of the Roman Bishops on the 
specific ground that they are all equally St. Peter s 
successors. 

1. Let us first, by way of prelude, notice the 
strangely indecent and grossly absurd conse 
quence, which, even at the very threshold of our 
inquiry, must, as History assures us, inevitably 
result from the favourite alleged fact of the Latin 
Theologians. 

According to Ireneus, the Church of Rome was 
jointly founded by the two Apostles Peter and 
Paul : and the Bishop, whom in the first instance 
they appointed to superintend the newly organised 
Society, was Linus ! . Now Peter certainly died 
before John, and probably before several other of 
the Apostles. Such being the case, a most extra 
ordinary inversion of all ecclesiastical discipline 
must, according to the latin theory, have inevit 
ably followed. If Peter himself were the first do 
minant primate, and if his monarchy were ordain 
ed to descend to his asserted roman successors : 
then, upon the death of Peter, the existing Bishop 
of Rome, whoever that Bishop might be at the 
time of the Apostle s demise, would become the 
spiritual monarch or the canonical dominant pri 
mate of the entire Church Catholic. John, how- 



1 Iren. adv. hser. lib. iii. c. 3. p. 170. 
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ever, was undoul)tedly alive, when Peter died : for 
lu- is known to have long survived or// his brethren. 
Hence, as John had, by the latin theory, been a 
suffragan of the dominant primate Peter ; he 
would plainly, on the death of Peter, become, by 
the same latin theory, a suffragan of the new 
roman dominant primate who was Peter s legiti 
mate successor in the universal monarchy : and 
thus, at length, we shall be brought to the goodly 
conclusion ; that An inspired Apostle of the Lord 
owed the canonical obedience of a dependent suffra 
gan to an uninspired Bishop of Rome. 

2. After this prelude, we may profitably ob 
serve, both the early unscrupulous opposition to 
the dictates of the Roman Bishop, and the fair 
acknowledgment even on the part of some Roman 
Bishops themselves that they neither possessed 
nor claimed any such dominant monarchal au 
thority as that which has been so bountifully be 
stowed upon them by more modern Latin Divines. 

(1.) In the second century, Victor of Rome, a 
very intemperate and apparently a very foolish 
Prelate, thought fit to excommunicate the Asiatic 
Bishops, because, forsooth, they refused to ob 
serve Easter at the same time with himself. 

To this impudent usurpation of a dominant au 
thority which did not belong to him, his episcopal 
equals very properly refused to submit : and, in 
stead of bowing to a presumptuous individual who 
(according to Pope Gregory VII and the present 
Roman Doctors) was the divinely lawful monarch 

u 2 
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of the Universal Church, they, in conjunction with 
the excellent Ireneus of Lyons in the West, 
sharply reprehended him in written documents 
which were extant in the time of Eusebius, and 
refused to make any alteration in the practice to 
which, they had always been accustomed . 

(2.) Toward the close of the same second cen 
tury or at the beginning of the third, the Roman 
Bishop asserted his right to a dominant supre 
macy in the Church (so early did this vain figment 
begin to blossom), on the plea that he was the 
successor of the universal monarch St. Peter. 

Upon this, Tertullian plainly told him, that he 
was an usurper : stating, at the same time, very 
distinctly, that, whatever preeminence or privilege 
Christ might "be supposed to have granted to Peter, 
he granted it to Peter personal/// and not to any 
line of his pretended successors in the primacy 2 . 



AAV ov traffl ye roic twiffKoirotQ TO.VT t lpeaKETO 
Aevoj 7-ai //ra avry (sell. Victor!) ra -j/e ip/;vjje &gt;" rijg 
rove TrXtjaiot e j w&lt;rew&lt;; cat aycnrrjc (ppovelv. Qepovrai ce KOI at 

TOVT(t&gt;V &lt;f&gt;lt&gt;vai TT\T)KTlKli)repOl&gt; )CO0a7rrOjUtVaV TOV B/kTOpOC tV O&lt;C 

Kcu o TLiprivaioQ. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. 24. 

1 De tua nunc sententia, qiicero, unde hoc jus Ecclesiae 
usurpes ? Si, quia clixerit Petro Dominus ; Super hanc j)c- 
tram tedificabo Ecclesiam meaui, tibi dedi claves regni ccelestis; 
vcl Qucecunquc alligavcritis vel solceritis in terra, erunl alligata 
vel soluta in ccelis : idcirco praesumis, et ad te derivasse sol- 
vendi et alligandi potestatem, id est, ad omnem Ecclesiam Pe- 
tri propinquam : qualis es, evertens atque commutans mani- 
festam Domini intentionem PERSONALITER hoc Petro conferen- 
teni. Super TE, inquit, cedtficabo Ecclesiam nteam ; ct ctabo 
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(3.) In the third century, Stephen of lloim- 
and Cyprian of Carthage took opposite sides on 
the question of the rebaptisation of heretics. 

For presuming to differ from him on this topic, 
Stephen had excommunicated the Asiatics. But 
his arrogance made not the slightest impression 
upon Cyprian. On the contrary, he summoned a 
provincial Council of the African Bishops : and 
these Bishops, with Cyprian at their head, uncere 
moniously ratified, with a severe allusion to the 
insolent though utterly disallowed pretensions of 
Stephen, the doctrine espoused by the Asiatics . 

TIBI clavcs : et, (jiucciinque SOLVERIS vel ALLIGAVERIS, non qiuu 

SOLVER1NT Vel ALLJGAVER1NT. Tcrtull. do pudic. OpCT. U. 

707, 768. 

At the beginning of the Treatise, Tertullian, in a somewhat 
sneering manner, propounds those claims of the Roman Bishop 
which called forth his strenuous indignation. 

Audio etiam edictum esse propositum, et quidem perempto- 
rimn, Pontifex scilicet Maximus, Episcopus Episcoporum, 
elicit : Ego &lt;( nucchue et fornication!* dcllcta pn nitcntia func- 
(i* dimitto. O edictum cui adscribi non poterit bonum factum ! 
Ibid. p. 742. 

I crliaps it may be said, that this Treatise was written by 
JYrtullian after he had fallen into the heresy of Montanism. 

Doubtless it was: but that is nothing to the purpose ; for 
his heresy respected the alleged character of Montanns, not 
the question nf Roman Primacy by virtue of a pretended sue- 
on from Peter. 

Su]H-iv&gt;t, ut de hae ip^. \\- &gt;inguli, quid .sentiamus, prot r- 
ramus ; neminem judicantes, aut a jure conmiunionis 
SI diversum genserit, amovi-iues. .\crjne utim f/iiixfjtiuiit 
" " porwn constitute ; ^.. , tjrnnnko 

III, I &lt;&gt;li 
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(4.) In this same third century, Firmilian of 
Cappadocia, no less than Cyprian of Carthage, 
took a zealous part in the baptismal dispute : and, 
if we may judge from his somewhat uncourtly 
phraseology, he appears to have venerated the 
papal supremacy quite as little as Cyprian himself. 

Stephen of Rome had idly claimed to be the 
monarchal successor of St. Peter. But Firmilian 
absolutely sneers at him for setting up such a 
ridiculous figment, pronounces him to be a se 
cond Judas, and calls him an arrogant and pre 
sumptuous and manifest and notorious idiot *. 

habcat omnis Episcopus, pro licentia libertatis et potestatis suce, 
arbitrium proprium ; tamque judicari ab alio non possit, quam 
nee ipse potcst judlcare. Sed expectemus universi judicium 
Domini nostri Jesu Christi, qui unus et solus habet potestatem, 
et praeponendi nos in Ecclesiae suae gubernatione, et de actu 
nostro judicandi. Concil. Carthag. Sentent. Episcop. LXXXVII. 
in Oper. Cyprian, vol. i. p. 229, 230. 

This decision of the eighty-seven African Bishops exactly 
expresses Cyprian s own sentiments relative to the Episcopate, 
as set forth in his Treatise on the Unity of the Church. He 
considers all the Bishops collectively as forming only one joint 
governing Episcopate. 

Unitatem firmiter tenere et vindicare debemus, maxime 
Episcopi qui in Ecclesia praesidemus, ut Episcopatum quoque 
ipsum unum atque indivisum probemus Episcopatus unus est, 
cujus a singulis in solidum pars tenetur. Cyprian, de Unit. 
Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 108. 

He repeats the same opinion in his Epistle to Antonianus. 

Episcopatus unus, Episcoporum multorum concordi nume- 
rositate difFusus. Cyprian. Epist. Iv. Oper. vol. ii. p. 112. 

1 Sed non si nos proptcr Stephammi lianc beneficii gratiam 
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(5.) In the fourth century, Ambrose, if Am 
brose were the author of the ancient Work on 



e-fpimus, statim Stephanas beneficio et gratia digna commisit. 
Nrqur t liini et Judas, perfidia sua et proditione qua scelerate. 
circa Sal valorem operatus est, dignus videri potest, quasi cau- 
sam bonorum tantorum ipse praestiterit, ut per ilium mundus 
ft gentium populus liberaretur. Sed haec interim, quae ab 
Su-phano gesta sunt, prsetereantur : ne, dum audaciae et inso- 
li iuiae ijus meminimus, de rebus ab eo improbe gestis longio- 
rem moestitiam nobis inferamus Qualis vero error sit, et 
quanta sit caecitas ejus, qui remissionem peccatorum dicit apud 
synagogas hacreticorum dari posse, nee permanet in fundamento 
unius Ecclesiae quoe semel a Christo supra petram solidata est. 
Hinc intelligi potest, quod soli Petro Christus dixerit : Quce- 
cunque ligaveris super terrain, enint llgata et in ccelis : et, 
qucecunqttc solveris super terram, erunt soluta et in ccelis. Et 
iterum in Evangelio, quando in solos Apostolos insufflavit 
Christus, dicens : Accipite Spirititm Sanctum ; si cujus rcmi- 
seritis peccata, remittentur itli ; et, si cujxs tcnucritis, tene- 
buntur. Potestas ergo peccatorum remittendorum Apostolis 
data est, et Ecclesiis quas illi a Christo missi constituerunt, et 
Episcopis qui eis ordinatione vicaria successerunt Atque ego, 
in hac parte, juste indignor ad hanc tam apertam et manifestam 
Stephani stultitiam : quod, qui sic de Episcopates sui loco 
zloriatur, et se successionem Petri tenere contendit super quem 
fundamenta Ecclesiae collocata sunt, multas alias petras inducat 
et Ecclesiarum multarum nova aedificia constituat, dum esse 
illic baptisma sua auctoritate defendit Stephanus, qui per 
successionem cathedram Petri habere se praedicat, nullo ad- 
vcrsus haereticos zelo excitatur Quinimo tu haereticis omni 
bus pejores : nam, cum inde multi cognito errore suo ad te ve- 
niant, ut Ecclesiaa verum lumen accipiant ; tu venientium erro- 
res adjuvas, ct, obscurato lumine ccclcsiastic;e veritatis, tene- 
lia^n tic.ne noctis acciiniulas Vide, qua iinperitia repre- 
;uul( .- jui contra inendaciuui ]&gt;M&gt; vi-ritate nitun- 
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the Sacraments, expresses himself respectfully in 
deed of the Roman See, but at the same time as 
serts his own perfect independence. 

My wish, says he, is to follow the Church of 
Rome in all points : but yet we men possess some 



tur : ut de nullo alio, magis quam de te, dicat Scriptura di- 
vina ; Homo animosus par it lites, et vir iracundus exaggerat 
peccata. Lites enim et dissentiones quantas parasti per Ec- 
clesias totius mundi ? Peccatum vero quam magnum tibi ex- 
aggerasti, quando te a tot gregibus scidisti ? Exscidisti enim 
teipsum : noli te fallere. Siquidem ille est vere schismaticus, 
qui se a communione ecclesiastics unitatis apostatcm fecerit. 
Dum enim putas omnes a te abstincri posse, solum te ab omnibus 
abstinuisti. Firmil. Epist. Ixxv. in Oper. Cyprian, vol. ii. p. 
218, 224, 225, 227, 228. 

It is on the identical principles of Firmilian, that we of the 
Reformed Churches are wont to consider the Bishop of Rome 
as the arch schismatic and as the grand ringleader of presump 
tuous divisions in the Church Catholic. From those, who, ex 
ercising their Christian liberty, will not in all things implicitly 
submit themselves to him and his accomplices, he forthwith 
separates himself: imperiously denouncing them as schisma 
tics, when in truth he is the real schismatic. As Firmilian 
well objects to Stephen : What a mighty sin hast thou heaped 
up to thyself, in that thou hast cut thyself off" from so many 
flocks ! For do not deceive thyself : it is thou that hast cut off 
thine onm self. He verily is the real schismatic, mho has made 
himself an apostate from the communion of ecclesiastical unity. 
For, nhile thou thinkest that all may be separated from thee, 
thou hast merely separated thyself from all. 

Thus does Firmilian protest against the attempted insolent 
usurpation of the Roman Bishop even in the third century : 
and thus do we still protest against the same offensive absurdity 
in the nineteenth century. 
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measure of plain common sense. Whatever, there 
fore, is better preferred elsewhere, we also sliall 
rightly guard and uphold. In truth, tee follow the 
Apo*tte l^-ter himself: we adhere to his devotion. 
What answer can the Roman Church make to this*? 

(6.) In the same fourth century, Augustine em 
ploys language, clearly incompatible with the no 
tion, of a dominant papal Supremacy which would 
exhibit the Roman Church as the Mother and 
Mistress of all Churches. 

Understand, says he, by the daughters of kings 
mentioned in the Psalm, those cities which have, be 
lieved in Christ and wliicli hare had kings for their 
founders Behold Rome, behold Cartilage, behold 
oilier and other cities. They are the daughters of 
kings ; and tlte;/ hare delighted their own king in 
hi* honour: but, from them all collective! ij, there is 
made up onh/ one queen*. 

(7.) Finally, even so late as toward the close 
of the sixth century, two successive Popes, Pela- 

1 In omnibus cupio sequi Ecclesiam Romanam. Sed tamen 
et nos homines sensum habemus. Ideo, quod alibi rectius 
M rvatur, et nos recto custodimus. Ipsum sequimur Apostolum 
Petrmn : ipsius inhseremus devotioni. Ad hoc Ecclesia Ro- 
mana quid respondet ? Tractat. de Sacrament, lib. iii. c. 1. in 
Ambros. Oper. col. 1244, 1245. Pans. 1549. 

1 Intellige etiam filias regum civitates, quae crediderunt in 
Christum et a re^ibns conditae sunt Ecce Roma, ecce Car 
thago, ecce aliac et aliae civitates, filiae regnm sunt : et delecta- 
vi-rnnt regem suum in honore ipsius ; et, ex omnibus, fit una 
n-frina. August. Enarrat. in Psalm xliv. Oper. vol. 
p. 14!). 
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gius II and Gregory I, both on behalf of them 
selves and on behalf of their predecessors, ex 
pressly disclaimed that supreme monarchal domi 
nation, which they rightly judged to be alike 
inconsistent with Christian humility and with the 
mutually equal jurisdiction of the other Patri 
archs. 

The circumstance, which led to this formal 
disavowal, was the assumption of the title of 
Universal Bishop on the part of John of Con 
stantinople : for such an assumption they deemed 
equivalent to a profane and impious claim of mo 
narchal domination and supremacy over the whole 
Church Catholic. 

Regard not the name of Universality, which 
John, says Pelagius, has unlawfully usurped to 
himself : for let no one of the Patriarchs ever use 
this so profane appellation You may well estimate 
what mischief may be expected rapidly to follow, 
when, even among priests, such perverted beginnings 
break forth. For he is near, respecting whom it is 
written: He himself is king over all the sons of 
pride . 

My fellow-priest John, says Gregory the imme- 

1 Universalitatis nomen, quod sibi illicite usurpavit, nolite 
attendere : nullus enim Patriarcharum hoc tarn profano voca- 
bulo unquam utatur Perpenditis, fratres carissimi, quid e 
vicino subsequatur, cum et in sacerdotibus erumpunt tarn per- 
versa primordia. Quia enim juxta est ille, de quo scriptum 
est : Ipse est rex super wricersos flios superbice. Pap. Pe- 
lag. II. Epist. viii. 
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diate successor of Pelagius in the Papacy, attempts 
to he edited the Universal Bishop. I am compelled 
to exclaim: O times! O manners! Priests seek to 
themselves names of van-it if ; and glory in new and 
profane appellations. Do I, in this /natter, defend 
only nu/ own proper cause ? Do I vindicate an in 
jury specially offered to myself? Do I not rather 
take up, f/ie cause of God Omnipotent, and the cause 
of the Church Universal? Far from the very hearts 
of Christians be that name of blasphemy, in which 
(lie honour of all Priests is taken away, while it 
is madly arrogated to himself by a single indi 
vidual l ! 

No one of my predecessors, says the same Pope 
Gregory, ever consented to use this so profane ap 
pellation : for, if a single Patriarch be styled Uni 
versal, the name of Patriarch is derogated from the 
ot/iers. But far, i*cry far, be it from a Christian 
mind, that any person should wish to snatch to him 
self a title, whence he may seem, even in any the 



1 Consacerdos meus Joannes vocari Unicersalis Episcopus 
conatur. Exclamure compellor ac dicere : O tempora ! O 
mores ! Sacerdotes vanitatis sibi nomina expetunt, et novis ac 
|&gt;rt;inis vocabulis gloriantur. Nunquid e&lt;;o, hac in re, pro- 
priain causam deiendo ? Nunquid specialem injuriain vindico ; 
i t non magis causam Omnipotentis Dei, et causam Universalis 
EcdesUB ? Sod al&gt;sit a cordibus Cliristiauorum nomen illud 
bhiNpluMiiia?, in quo omnium sacerdotum honor adimitur, dinn 
ah iino sibi di iiit iitt r arrotjatur. Pap. Gregor. I. Epist. lib. iv. 

o . . 
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very smallest degree, to dimmish the honour of his 
brethren / 

What, exclaims the same Gregory to his pre 
sumptuous brother of Constantinople : What wilt 
tJiou say to Christ, the true head of the Universal 
Church, in the examination of the last judgment : 
thou, re/to attemptest to subjugate all his members to 
thyself by the appellation, of Universal? In the use 
of so perverted a title, who, I ask, is proposed for 
thy imitation, save he, who, despising the legions of 
angels constituted in a social equality with himself, 
endeavoured to break forth to the summit of an un- 
approached singularity? To consent to the adop 
tion of that wicked appellation is nothing less, than 
to apostatise from t lie faith 2 . 

/ indeed, the same Gregory is still the speaker : 



1 Nullus unquam decessorum meorum hoc tarn profano 
vocabulo uti consensit : quia videlicet, si unus Patriarcha Uni- 
versalls dicitur, Patriarcharum nomen caeteris derogatur. Sed 
absit, hoc absit, a Christiana mente, id sibi velle quenquam 
arripere, unde fratrum suorum honorem imminuere ex quan- 
tulacunque parte videatur ! Pap. Gregor. I. Epist. lib. iv. 
epist. 36. 

3 Tu quid Christo, Universalis scilicet Ecclesia2 capiti in ex- 
tremi judicii es dicturus examine, qui cuncta ejus membra tibi- 
met conaris Unhcrsalis appellatione supponere ? Quis, rogo, 
in hoc tarn perverso vocabulo, nisi ille ad imitandum propo- 
nitur, qui despectis angelorum legionibus secum socialiter con- 
stitutis, ad culmen conatus est singularitatis erumpere ? In 
isto tarn scelesto vocabulo consentire, nihil est aliud quam fidem 
perdere. Pap. Gregor. I. Epist. lib. iv. epist. 38. 
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7 indeed confidently assert, that, u-hosoerer either 
ni I IK himself or desires to be called I uirersal Priest ; 
that i&gt;erso)i, hi his rain elation, is the precursor of 
Antichrist: because, through his pride, he exalts 
himself above the others l . 

3. These two respectable Pontiffs, we may ob 
serve, censure the claim of universal dominant 
Supremacy, on the ground, among other matters, 
of its encroaching upon the mutually independent 
jurisdiction of the coequal Patriarchs, and of its 
thus violating the canons of the Fathers. 

(1.) The position, which they take, is strictly 
correct. Hitherto, we have noticed only the lan 
guage and conduct of individuals, or at the most 
the language and conduct of the provincial Synod 
of Carthage. But now, under the happy auspices 
of Pope Pelagius and Pope Gregory, let us pro 
ceed to notice the express decisions of Ecumeni 
cal Councils ; Councils, which by the Latins are 
deemed to be absolutely infallible. The phantom 
of that universal dominant Supremacy, which the 
Roman Bishops now claim as their especial pre- 

.ative, is effectually dissipated by those ancient 
Councils, to which Pelagius and Gregory evidently 
ivl er 2 : for, while they define the mutual inde- 



&gt; vero fidentcr dico, quia quisquis sc Uniccrsalon 
cm vocat, vel vocari desidorat, in clatione sna Anti- 

christum praecurrit : quia, suporlm-ndo, cactcris praeponit. Pap. 

(-in-Lror. 1. Kpist. lib. vi. t-pist. 30. 

Frator ot ("ocpiscopus no.strr Joannes, mandata dominica, 
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pendence and proper coequality of the great ec 
clesiastical Patriarchs, they give to the Occidental 
Patriarch nothing more than a barren precedence 
of honour ; and even this barren precedence of 
honour they give to him, not on the idle plea of 
his being the divinely appointed successor of St. 
Peter, but simply because the seat of his Epis 
copate was the original capital of the secular 
Roman Empire. 

Let those ancient customs be confirmed, says the 
Council of Nice rated as the first Ecumenical 
Council, which have prevailed in Egypt and Libya 
and Pentapolis : that the Bishop in Alexandria shall 
possess jurisdiction over all those districts ; since this 
same privilege is customary also to the Bishop in 
Rome. In like manner, with respect to Antioch and 
throughout the other Eparchies, let their privileges 
be severally preserved to the Churches *. 



apostolica praecepta, regulus patrum, despiciens, eum (scil. 
Antichristum) per elationem prsecurrere conatur in nomine. 

Ta ap^ata 0fj /cparetrw, ra iv Alyfary &lt;ccu At/3u?j KO.L nev- 
raTroXet, WCTTTEP TOV iv AXf^avcipe/a iiriaKOTrov iravrwv rovrwi 
rrfv e^ovyiaf iirf.i^ri rat ry kv rjj Pw/t}} iiriffKOTry TOVTO 
tan o^ot we ^e KOI, Kara ri)v Avrto^ftav ra&lt; iv ralq 
TTap-fciaig, ra ir^eo-flela au&gt;taQai. rate !acXi)(rtat Concil. 
Nic. I. can. vi. in Bever. Synod, vol. i. p. 66 . 

On this canon, Aristenus remarks : AiyuTrrou KCU Ai/3v?/e KCU 
TIevTaTr6\&lt;i&gt;s o AXeZavdpeiag %erw rriv efyovtriav ical 6 
Ttaf VTTO Pwjurjv* *:a&lt; 6 iv Afrto^et ^, KCU 01 XOITTOI, TWV oi 
"EraoTOe T&V Trarpmp^wv TO IQ tijioif; irpovop.ioiQ apxticrQai o 
KOI ptj rtva TOVTUV ETrap^mr ert pav, OVK ovaav avaidev Kal 1 
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Let (he Ki.s/io/) of Constant / no])le, says the Coun 
cil of Constantinople rated as the second Ecume 
nical Council, possess a privilege of honourable 



VTTO T)}&gt; avrov -^tlpa, v&lt;pap7ruu&gt; * TOVTO yap rvtyoc tart ri/c 
ifrvaiac, Aristen. Ibid. p. 67. 

Yet Bellarmine has actually the assurance to propound the 
following gloss as its true exposition. 

Quarta igitur et vera expositio est, Alexandrinum debere 
gubernare illas provincias, quia Romanus Episcopus ita con- 
suevit : id est, quia Romanus Episcopus, ante omnem Concilio- 
ruiu definitionem, consuevit permittere Episcopo Alexandrine 
regimen $)gypti, Libyse, et Pentapolis. Bellarm. de Pont. 
Rom. lib. ii. c. 13. 

The ingenious Cardinal s id est certainly introduces one of 
the most brilliant specimens extant of the qniJlibet ex quolibet. 

I need not, I presume, at this time of day, discuss the 
spurious canons of the Council of Nice : for every decent Ro 
manist is now ashamed of them. Yet the time was, when, 
from one of these forgeries, it was gravely attempted to estab 
lish the fact of the early ruled Supremacy of the Roman 
Patriarch. I subjoin the pretended canon as a theological 
curiosity. 

Sicque praeest Patriarcha iis omnibus, qui sub ejus potestate 
sunt : sicul ille, qui tenet sedem Romae, caput est et princeps 
omnium Patriarcharum. 

On the authority of Theodoret, Gelasius of Cyzicus, and 
Nicephorus, it is quite certain, that the genuine canons of the 
first Nicene Council amounted only to twenty. By the addi 
tion of the spurious canons, these genuine twenty, like Falstaflf s 
men of buckram, suddenly expanded into seventy : and, as the 
tale proceeded under the diligent hands of Pisanus and Turria- 
nus, these seventy soon became eighty. Thus did the first 
NtooM Council satisfactorily establish the primitive acknow 
ledgement of the dominant Supremacy of the Roman Pont i If. 
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precedency immediately after the Bishop of Rome : 
because Constantinople is nezv Rome \ 



Tor p.lvTOL KwrcrTarrivovTroXcwG iiriaKOKOv i\(.i.v rd irptafiila 
Tifiijc pcra TOV r?/e Pw/ztye EV/oroTrov, ha TO elvai UVTJJV vtav 
Patfj.T)v. Concil. Constant, can. iii. in Bever. Synod, p. 89. 

On this canon, the following are the comments of Balsamon 
and Aristenus. 

Tow ce fj.E ydXov KiiJvffTavTivov jLtErayayovroe iv avrfj TCI ff/cj/7r- 
Toa TrJQ ftaaiXeiaq riav PwpaidJv, yuerwyoyuao-fljj Kwj oravrtj/oi/- 
TroXic KOI via Pwfj.rj ml TcaffdiiV TWV iro\(t)v paffi\is KdTu0j 
(cat 01 ri/s ^eurfpae ffvvodov aytot Trarepec cttapioutTO X ll/ TO V 
iiriaKOTTov avrijt; ra 7rp&lt;rpe7a r^c rt/xjje /xerd TOV CTTZCT/COTTOV r?/c 
7rp(r/3urpac Pw/iTjg, ia ro tlvai aurijv veav Pwjur/v. Balsam. 
Comment. Ibid. p. 89. 

O KwvffravTtvovTroXewe yu-d roi Pw^/jjc Ttrlfi^rcu, 
avTwv TrptfffttiMv KaiTJJQ avrfjf pedt^Et Tipijg Ty Pupij 
KCU b K.(av(7TavTivovir6\(t)eiTrl&lt;T^OTroc Ka6w Kat o tlxoffTOQ oycoog 
xavwv rf/e iv XaXoj&Jvt avvocov TOV Kavova. TOVTOV ivorjare, 3ia 
TO elvat TavTffv veav Pw^irjv, (ctti ri^i7j9&gt;~7 ai fioLtriXfiy. TE vai trvy- 
K\J)TU TO yap, Mera, evravda, ov TiJQ -tpijc, d\Xa rou xporou, 
/v ov we a* 7 CITTOI rtc, on, ^ird TroXXovc ^povove, rJ/C 
ra&gt; Pufjirjc fieTtar-^e KO.I 6 K-iiivcrrat TivoviroXewg. Arist. 
Comment. Ibid. p. 90, 

It will be seen, that, in my translation of the canon, I have 
liberally and gratuitously favoured the Roman Bishop, where I 
was in no wise bound to pay him that compliment. I have 
rendered the preposition /itrd immediately after : and I have 
so constructed my version as to make it intimate, that a pre 
cedency of honour was granted by the Council to the Roman 
Patriarch above the Constantinopolitan Patriarch. But Aris 
tenus gives an entirely different turn to the clause. According 
to his explanation, the preposition yutrd refers, not to precedency 
even of mere barren honour, but simply to chronological succes 
sion : and thus he would make the true import of the clause 
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// hath seemed good to the holy and general 
Synod, says the Council of Ephesus rated as the 
third Ecumenical Council, that to each Eparchy 
should be preferred, pit re and inri oldie, the just pri 
vileges of old appertaining to it, according to the 
anciently prevalent custom : every Metropolitan 
being equally secured in the due discharge of his 
own proper functions . 

Following in all things the decrees of the holy 
leathers, says the Council of Chalcedon rated as 
the fourth Ecumenical Council, and recognising 
the lately read Canon of the one hundred and fifty 
moat pious Bishops, we also define and decree the 
same matters respecting the privileges of the most 

to be ; that, Rome being the older capital than Constantinople, 
the Bishop of Constantinople, after (ptTa) a considerable lapse 
of time, became a partaker of EQUAL (t&lt;rje) honour with the 
Bishop of Rome. I am content, however to let the Pope and 
lii.N admirers have the full benefit of my own designedly liberal 
translation. They have my free permission to understand ;u-a 
of honour and not of time. 

1. aie roivvv rfj ciy/a KO.\ oiKOvfJLiviKij trvri icy, aw^eadat 
fcciarjj 7rap)/a KaQapa Kal d/3mora TO. CIVTIJ wpovovm 3tMUfl i 
ap^j/c &vtt6cv, Kara TO TraXat Kparfiaav tdoc; ciciiav f^*TO va&lt;r- 
rov ^i&gt;jrpO7ro\irou ra iff a TWV 7T7rpay^tVw&gt; Trpoc TO olKtlov afffya- 
Atc tV-Xa/Jfli . Concil. Ephes. can. viii. in Uever. Synod, vol. i. 
p. 10k 

This canon was specially made on account of the attempt of 
the Patriarch of Antioch to invade the exempt jurisdiction of 
the Cyprian Church. It is adduced for the purpose of shew- 
inir, both how well defined the prero^ntivrs of the great Pa 
triarchs wi-re, and how jealously any intrusion into a province 
which severally bi-lonmnl not to t IK-HI was guarded against. 

\ 
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holy Church of Constantinople which is new Rome. 
For to the throne of old Rome, on account of that 
city being the imperial city, the Fathers rightly 
granted privileges : and the hundred and jifty most 
pious Bishops, moved by the same purpose, granted 
equal privileges to the most holy throne of new 
Rome ; rightly judging, that the city, honoured wit h 
the imperial sovereignty and the senate, and enjoy 
ing equal secular privileges with the older imperial 
Rome, should be magnified also like it in ecclesiasti 
cal matters, being in rank the second city after it . 



role rwv ayt wv Trare pwv opotc cvSptvot, (cat TOV 
aprt we avaywaQivTa. KCIVOVO. rUtv fKarov irtrH^coxra dO&lt;j)i\E&lt;r- 
TO.TWV ETTiffKOTrwv y vwpi OT , ~ft aura KOL )/jUt vpl^ofjify re k al 
riitv irpsafieiwi ~I}Q aytwrrir^c eBK 
vt ac Pw^rjc. Kat yap rw Qpovv rfjs 
pae Ptjprjc, Cia TO fiaaiXevEiv r)v TTO\IV tKtivrjV, 01 
UKOTWQ a.Tro^E^il)Kacn ra Trpffr/jfla. Kat ru&gt; avrw o-icoTraJ KLVOV- 
p.fi&gt;oi, 01 ktcaToy Trei TJiKovra Ofo^tXeorarot (.iriaKoxoi ra i&lt;ra irpea- 
/3t7a a.irevE ifJ.a.i rw r?;c &gt; Pw/^&gt;;c aytwrarw flpo 

g, rfjy /SatrtXt/a cat o-uyfcXj} riprfQelaav TroXtr, ^ral 



c* rote K/cX?j&lt;rta0Tiico7e we tKtivriv jLtyaXuv&lt;r0at 7rpctyjua&lt;rt, 

pav per iKdvr\v v-irapyovaav. Concil. Chalced. can. xxviii. in 

Bever. Synod, vol. i. p. 145. 

I have here again favoured the Roman Bishop by under 
standing the preposition pera of honour and not of time, though 
I might have followed those who judge otherwise. Neverthe 
less, as I have no wish to claim any exaggerated praise for my 
indulgence, I will fairly confess, in despite of Aristenus, that 
I believe my own interpretation, as it stands in the text, to be 
the right one. In good sooth, if the truth must come out, 
Aristenus is completely laid prostrate, while my own favourable 
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Thus wo see, that, whatever either of patriarchal 
prerogative or of honorific precedency was enjoyed 

interpretation is no less completely established, by the Fathers 
of the sixth Kcuinenical Council in Trullo. These congregated 
Prelates determine, that the throne of Constantinople should 
enjoy equal privileges and prerogatives with the throne of 
Rome : but that, in respect to the grave point of honorific pre- 
cedency, Rome should walk first, then Constantinople, then 
Alexandria, then Antioch, and then (such is the caducity of all 
ceremonial dignities) Jerusalem the Mother of all Churches. 
Coneil. in Trull, can. xxxvi. in Bever. Synod, vol. i. p. 198. 
In his comment on this canon, however, good Aristenus stiffly 
contends for a per feet equality of jurisdiction on the part of 
Rome and Constantinople : a matter, grievously fatal to the 
papal claims of an universal dominant supremacy. I may add 
also, though I speak against the Pope and myself, that Aris 
tenus, like a sturdy canonist as he is, will not abate one iota of 
his interpretation of the pera. 

To TOV H.u ff~at ~iJ ov7r6\iu&lt;; TWV "taw (nroXavtiv 

f-11-a TOV Pw^Urjfj OITWC f-V TU&gt; Tp lTU) Kdl Ot l rjjf IV 

iroXti trvvocov Jfy^JqfCVffa/UV, cat ev r&lt;3 tJcoarJ oyrow r&gt;/c iv 
XaXcr;?&lt;i i a-vrocov wore p.i\ cara rrjv -&lt;^?;j rtvrepov rou Pw^rje 
rarrr6a(, aXXd cara rove xpovovc. Ourw yoiiv KUI IrravBa cil 
voilr, r/) r /ira ~p60tcnv TOV -^poyov tlrai (/Xwric//r, aXX &lt;&gt;v rijc 
Mera yap yporovq iroXXovf, rHJv irrwy Tfttrftelttf rij 
OcXjffflf k at o dpoi os OVTOG r//c Kwvffrarru Ou^dX^wc 
eta TO, /5(KTtXf/a Tf. tat truyKXi iru) rtyLtrj0j/rat r;i 
rair;r, cat TUIV urdjv airoKavtiv wpgofitittv TI~J Trpiapvrfou 

t. Comment, in can. xxxvi. Coneil. in Trull, apud Bever. 
Synod, vol. i. p. 199. 

This interesting dispute, respecting the true import of the 
pirn, furnishes a beautiful exemplification of the unspeakable 
benefit of infallibility. a&gt; p" ! and exercised, for the 

benefit of the hesitating Church, by three acknowledged Ecu 
menical Councils. 

\ -2 
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by the Bishop of Rome, he received it, not from 
any divine right but simply from the grants of 
mere men, not as the successor of St. Peter in a 
fabled ecclesiastical monarchy but simply as the 
Prelate of a city which was the ancient capital of 
the Empire l . 

Nor is even this degrading view the whole view 
of the question. The Ecumenical, and therefore 
(according to the modern Latins) the infallible, 
Council of Chalcedon recognises, in explicit terms, 
the right of the Emperor to erect Metropolitan 
Sees by virtue of his imperial letters patent : so 
that, although the general spiritual authority of a 
Bishop in the Christian Church at large be de 
rived neither from Princes nor from Councils, 
those privileges of a Patriarch or a Metropolitan, 
by which he exercises a geographically defined 
territorial authority over suffragan diocesan Bi 
shops, might be conferred, not only through the 
sanction of an Ecumenical Synod, but even by 
the direct mandate of a laic Emperor z . 

The simple truth of the matter was, that the spiritual 
territorial arrangement of the Church was, for the sake of con 
venience, made to correspond with the secular territorial 
arrangement of the Empire. This circumstance is so notorious, 
that I may well save myself the trouble of dwelling upon it at 
large. 

"Offai c e fftjvaXcic eta ypa/^/iaron patriXtKuy ru r//c ^ijroo- 
TroXfwc rt^;/0/j&lt;ra&gt; ovo/aart, poyijs airoXaviruaav r//e rt 
Concil. Chalced. can. xii. in Bever. Synod, vol. i. p. 12G. 
On this, Balsemon remarks : Tu paat\iKd 

i TVTTOI \i-/or-ai. Balsam. Comment. Ibid. p. 126. 
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(2.) For the purpose of establishing the Roman 
riarch s dominant supremacy over all the other 
riarchs no less than his mere honorific prt 
dence before them, some of the more zealous 
Papalists have alleged, that an authoritative con 
firmation by the Pope was necessary to the canoni 
cal institution of each newly elected Patriarch. 

Such an alleviation shews only the truth of the 
adage, that a drowning man will catch at a st: 
So completely is it founded upon a gross suppres 
sion and misrepresentation of facts, that it has 
actually been exposed by an honourable individual 
even among the Romanists themseh When 
Baronius, through the allegation now before us, 
attempted to salve the tottering supremacy of his 
Pontiff, Peter de Marca, Archbishop of Paris, pre 
ferring Christian honesty to sacerdotal manage 
ment, at once demolished his idle plea by the 
very simple process of exhibiting the truth and 
the whole truth. Each Patriarch, when elected, 
the Pi oman Patriarch himself just as much as any 
other Patriarch, communicated by letter his elec 
tion to all his patriarchal fellows, subjoining his 

_:natical Types were sometimes procured by ambi 
tious Prelates, who were desirous of raising their Bisho] 
into Metropolitanship&gt; Council condemns the prac: 

but denies not, that the alreai | tropolitanships had 

been rightfully established by these imperial mandates. Tac 
~ JTOC Karorof, ri[jr)6itffa torXrja 

&lt;;X-0\IC to- _TCU 

Balsam. Ibid. p. 126, 
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profession of the common faith, and requesting 
to be admitted by them into full communion. 
This, in every case alike, was the regular proceed 
ing. The Patriarch elect of Constantinople or 
Antioch or Alexandria did, indeed, write letters 
communicatory to the Patriarch of Rome, accord 
ing to the tenor and purport which have been 
stated : but then the Patriarch of Rome elect 
equally wrote exactly similar letters to the Patri 
archs of Constantinople and Antioch and Alex 
andria \ Hence, on the part of the Pope, as de 
Marca well observes, his confirmation of the 
eastern Patriarchs was no sign of dominant juris 
diction, but only a testimonial that he received 
them into communion and assented to their con 
secration 2 . 

The strict accuracy of that highly respectable 
Prelate Peter de Marca is fully established by the 
unexceptionable testimony of Cyprian, who flou 
rished about the middle of the third century. He 
states, that, not merely the greater Patriarchs, 
but even the whole College of Bishops, confirmed, 

1 Quippe usu receptum erat per illas tempestates, ut Patri- 
archae, et ipse etiam Romanus Pontifex recens electus, literas 
de sua ordinatione mitterent ; quibus addebatur professio fidei, 
in synodicis eorum epistolis conscripta. Petr. de Marc, de 
Concord. Sacerdot. et Imper. lib. vi. c. 5. 2. 

2 Quod ad Patriarchas attinet, responderi potest : Confirma- 
tionem illam non esse signum jurisdictionis, sed tantum suscep- 
tionis in communionem, et testimonium quo constabat, sum- 
mum Pontificem consentire consecration) jam peractse. Petr. 
de Marc, de Cone. Sacerd. et Imp. lib. vi. c. 5. 2. 
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by their expressed assent, the election of Corne 
lius to the Bishopric of Rome : and he adds, that 
letters testimonial, respecting the ordination of 
Cornelius, were sent from Rome to himself and 
to the other African Bishops ; who, upon the re 
ceipt of them, by their unanimous assent con 
firmed his appointment . 

Thus, we see, in the third century, the confirm 
ation of the Roman Bishop by the other Bishops 
his equals was no less requisite, for the purpose 
of preserving ecclesiastical unity, than the con 
firmation of other Bishops by the Roman Bishop. 
It was a confirmation strictly mutual and recipro 
cal : whence, of course, it could, on neither side, 
import any right of dominant jurisdiction. Ac 
cordingly, when Pope Leo I, in the fifth century, 
confirmed the election of Anatolius, he expressly 
stated, that he did it to preserve throughout the 
whole world the integrity of one communion 2 . 

Venio jam nunc, (rater carissime, ad pcrsonam Cornelii 
collegae nostri : \u Cornelium nobiscum verius noveris, non de 
malignorum et detrahentium mendacio, sed de Domini Dei ju- 
dicio qui Episcopum fecit, et Coepiscoporum testimonio quo 
rum numerus universus per totum mundum concordi unanimi- 

eonsi nsit Et factus est Episcopus a plurimis collegis 
nostris, qui tune in urbe Roma aderant : qui ad nos literas ho- 
norificas et laudabfles et testimonio sua; pnedicationis illustres 
de ejus ordinatione miserunt Quo (loco) occupato de Dei vo- 
luntate, atque omnium nostrum consentione tirniato : qitisquis 
jam Episcopal fieri voluerit, foris i mt necesse est. Cyprian. 
Epist. Iv. Oper. vol. ii. p. 104, 105. 

I t prr totum mundum ima nobis sit uniu* rommunionis 
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But even this is not the whole. At the close 
of the fourth century and at the beginning of the 
fifth, three successive Popes, Damasus and Siricius 
and Anastasius, refused to confirm Flavian, the 
Patriarch of Antioch. Their refusal, however, 
was determined to be no impediment to his ex 
ercise of the just functions of his Patriarchate : 
for, since all the Oriental and Asiatic and Pontic 
and Thracian and Illyrican Churches had con 
firmed him and were in communion with him ; 
it was very reasonably held, that the mere solitary 
additional confirmation of the Roman Patriarch 
and his Occidental Suffragans could not, in any 
wise, be deemed necessary and essential. If that 
Patriarch were determined peevishly to stand out 
against the whole Christian World, the whole 
Christian World was not to be paralysed out of 
compliment to his unreasonable obstinacy \ 

III. With such testimonies before us, we can 
only smile at the unerring decision of the infallible 
Council of Trent, gravely reechoed by the Bull 
of Pope Pius IV : that The holy Catholic and 
Apostolic Roman Church is the Mother and Mis 
tress of all Churches. 

integritas ; in qua societatem tuae dilectionis amplectimur, et 
gestorum quge sumpsimus seriem, necessariis munitam sub- 
scriptionibus, approbamus. Pap. Leon. I. Epist. xxxviii. 
1 Theodoret. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 23. 



CHAPTER IV. 



TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 



UNLIKE many of the peculiarities of the Roman 
Church, such as Purgatory, Saint-worship, Image- 
worship, and the like, the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation professes to rest upon the solid foun 
dation of Scripture itself. But, when we come 
to examine the real state of the matter, that doc 
trine will be found to rest, not so much upon 
Scripture itself, as upon the latin interpretation of 
Scripture. 

In regard to the bare words of Scripture, there 
is no dispute between the Catholic of the Roman 
Church and the Catholic of the Anglican Church. 
The dispute respects, not the occurrence of the 
words, but their import. That our Lord said of 
the bread and wine, This is my body and This is my 
blood, all are agreed : what he meant by such ex 
pressions, is a question still litigated. The Ro 
manist contends, that the expressions ought to be 
understood literally : the Anglican contends, that 
they ought to be understood Ji^nrat in ly. Hence, 
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when the Romanist would prove the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation from Scripture, the Anglican 
denies the validity of his proof: for he alleges, 
that the pretended proof rests, not upon Scripture 
itself, but only upon a gratuitous and unacknow 
ledged interpretation of Scripture. 

On this principle, the Anglican maintains, that 
the Romanist s asserted proof from Scripture is 
nothing better than a palpable begging of the ques 
tion : and he urges, apparently not without reason, 
that the Romanist ought to demonstrate the truth 
of his own particular interpretation, ere he can be 
allowed to adduce it controversially in the way of 
evidence. In the abstract, the words, This is my 
body and This is my blood, may doubtless be un 
derstood literally : for there is nothing, either in 
their conventionally inherent sense or in their 
just grammatical construction, which precludes 
the possibility of such an acceptation. But the 
same words may doubtless be also understood 
jigitratively : for the whole analogy of scriptural 
language, so far from contradicting, is in truth 
favourable to such an exposition ] . 

1 Solet autem res, quae significat, ejus rei nomine quam sig- 
nificat nuncvipari : sicut scriptum est ; Septcm spicce septem 
anni stint : non enim dixit, septem annos significant. Et scp- 
tcm bores septem anni sunt : et multa hujusmodi. Hinc est, 
quod dictum est : Petra erat Christus. Non enim dixit, pctra 
significat Christum : sed tanquam hoc esset, quod utique per 
substantiam non hoc erat, sed per significationem. August. 
Quaest. lib. iii. super Levit. quaest. 57. Oper. vol. iv. p. 85. 
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Now, even putting other testimony aside, the 
Anglican thinks, that Scripture alone, when Scrip 
ture is compared with Scripture, most abundantly 
decides the question in his favour : while, on the 
part of his adversary, the place of legitimate com 
parative argument is supplied by nothing more 
convincing, than a positive and reiterated asser 
tion of the exclusive and necessary propriety of 
the literal interpretation \ But the Romanist, 
though he produces no argument from Scripture 
itself to establish the truth of his exposition, de 
nies the validity and collusiveness of the scrip 
tural proofs alleged by the Anglican : while he 
contends, that the gloss of the Anglican is a mere 
gratuitous innovation upon the ancient and uni 
versally received interpretation of our Lord s now 
litigated phraseology. 

Under these circumstances, the dispute, if it be 
confined to Scripture, must plainly be intermin 
able : for the dispute respects the true interpreta 
tion of Scripture ; and, as neither party will admit 
the propriety of the other party s interpretation, 
so the Anglican is not more disposed to yield to 
the unmixed dogmatism of the Romanist, than the 
Romanist is disposed to bow before the scriptural 
arguments of the Anglican. 

To settle the dispute, therefore, we must seek 
evidence extrinsic from Scripture : and, since the 
Romanist, for his interpretation, claims the sanc- 

& Sox,-. book i. c-h;ip. 4. % III. !.(!.&gt; ( , .) 
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tion of Antiquity ; he himself points out the pre 
cise quarter where we are to look for testimony. 

Simply, then, as a point of FACT, I venture to 
assert, that, so far from Antiquity being friend I ;i 
to the scheme of literal interpretation, it is decidedly 
hostile &gt;for, under almost every possible mode and 
form, it rejects the literal exposition of our Lord s 
words in favour of their jiguratwe exposition. 

For the due establishment of this assertion, it 
is now my business to cite evidence. 

I. I shall begin with producing statements, 
which, by necessary result and implication, de 
monstrate, that the ancients must have under 
stood our Lord s phraseology not literally but 
figuratively. 

1. Let us first hear the venerable Ireneus, 
while, in a fragment happily preserved by Ecu- 
menius, he propounds the language employed by 
the martyr Blandina during the persecution which 
occurred at Lyons in the year 177. 

The Greeks, having apprehended the slaves of 
tJiose who were questioned, attempted to learn from 
them, through the medium of torture, some secret 
respecting the Christians. Whereupon, not having 
any thing to speak satisfactory to their torturers, 
those slaves, inasmuch as they had heard from their 
masters that the divine communion was the blood 
and body of Christ, fancying that it ivas really 
blood and flesh, gave this account to the examiners. 
But they, forthwith tailing it for granted that this 
was done in the secret ceremonial of the Christians, 
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communicated the information to the of her Greek* : 

and the// f/icti proceeded, through tortures, to at 
tempt to wring a confession from the martyrs Sane- 
tus and Blandina. To them, hoicerer, Blandina 
hold! if and apthj replied : lloic can those persons 
endure to perpetrate such deeds, n ho, through as 
cetic sen ritif, indulge not even in permitted Jlexli l ? 

1 Kcu t inc fiouXfrai rovro ^taBtlv, EK rwv Etp/jvatw ry Aouy- 
tiv rT/r KcXrudfc iicmfartpi Trtpi Zayrrov xal 

, ypufyivruv, pudoi av dcpi/Bwf. ilg ^ eta 

t, tori raura. 

\tHtT7i&lt;tt u&gt;i&gt; yap Karrjjfovfjiivwv ou\oi/e "FAXij 
M7(t na.Qf.~iv TI Trapf t -QVTWV ci]Qtv airoppTjrov Trtpl Xptariavwv 

i l I ((yVli, oTEC % "I ( OU\Ol OVTOt, fju) i^OITEg 7TWC TO Tolg ai dyKO.- 

Kcid Jicoyi]v Ipt iv, Trapoiroj ijKovot rwv cttriroT&v, n)v Qtiav 
(Uf.i(i KHI crwfjiatnai \OKTTOV, al~ol vo^t trarrec Ty ovrt 
aip.a xal ffapk a flvai, rovro tt,t~nrov TOIQ eK^rjrovtn. Ot ^ Xa/3ov- 
rec tog avro^pr]fj.a rovro rtXe tatiai XpierrtaroTr, vat o) TQVTO rolg 
aXXotc "F.\\r]fft if7ri&gt;H7Tvo) . Kat rove puprvpug Suycrov KO.I 
BXavft i )/r o^oXoyjjffai ^ta ftatrnywy i}vayKa^o\ . Olg ti 
n\(it Ctt i] 7raf"&gt;prjffia(raro, HMQ ay, elirovaa, TOVTWV ava 
&lt;&gt; i pi] ce T~JV itetfUVtfV Kptwv rt &lt;ini;i]&lt;nv c nroXavovrec ; CEciim. 
Comment, in 1 Petr. iii. 12. Comment, vol. ii. p. 498. Paris. 
1631. 

The Bishop of Strasbourg has honoured me, by criticising, 
after a manner peculiarly his own, my translation of this pas 
sage. 

I. I had rendered the word eirapprjaiuffu-o, boldly replied : 
certainly conceiving, that I had committed no very deadly sin 
against greek philology. 

^ hereupon, the Bishop, not (as an ordinary critic would 
have done) turning to the greek original, but on the contrary 
rting rather to the lathi rcrs an, tin-re discovers the word 
SCJ/r. 

I |on this, exulting in ilu- MICITSS of his examination, he 
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The apt answer of Blandina, though thrown 
into the form of a retortive question, is implica- 
tively a palpable denial, that Christians, in the 
celebration of the Eucharist, substantially eat the 
flesh and drank the blood of their divine Master. 
But, assuredly, no such denial could have been 
made with truth, if the primitive Christians had 
held the tridentine doctrine : that The whole sub 
stance of the bread is converted into the substance 
of the body of Christ, and the whole substance of 
the wine into the substance of the blood of Christ. 
Therefore, either the holy martyr Blandina died 



forthwith triumphantly calls upon his laic friend, to ask me 
what scite means ; and strenuously exhorts him, even to press 
me to give its true sense : furthermore remarking, with equal 
truth and sagacity, that boldly is NOT the meaning of scite ; 
however, for the gaining of my own private ends, / may be 
disposed to ascribe to it such a meaning. 

Thus runs the criticism of Dr. Trevern. Unluckily, he did 
not chance to discover, that my english word boldly was 
brought, neither out of the latin scite nor yet out of the cor 
responding Greek IVOTU-^WQ, but out of the familiar complex 
import of the verb iTrapprja-icKraTO. 

Had Dr. Trevern, instead of running to the latin version, 

first consulted the greek original, and next (if labouring under 

any doubt) turned to a dictionary : he would have found, that 

the verb Trapprjo-m^cyicu denotes, in latin libere dico, in english 

to speak freely or boldly. 

II. In the remarkable word scite, the Bishop detects a plain 
indication of the special cleverness of Blandina in repelling the 
accusation, without revealing the secret of Transubstantiation : 
a secret, which, from the present passage, he rapidly learns to 
have been quite familiar to her. 

5 
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with a lie in her mouth, or the primitive Chris 
tians held not the doctrine of Transubstantiatiun. 

2. Let us next hear the homogeneous reason 
ing of Tertullian. 

}Ve must not call our senses In guest ion, lest we 
should ({&lt;&gt;ul)t respecting their fidelity ere/i in the 
case of Christ himself. For, if we question their 
fidelity, we wi&lt;rht peradrenture be led to say : that 
Christ falsely beheld Satan precipitated from hea 
ven ; or falsely heard the voice of his Father testi 
fying of him ; or teas deceived, when he touched 
Peter s motlier-in-law ; or smelt a different odour of 
the ointment, which he received for his sepulture ; 
or tasted a different flaronr of the wine, which he 
consecrated in memory of his own blood \ 

No person, who believed a doctrine contradic 
tory to the animal senses, could thus, in respect to 
the consecrated wine, have argued for the fidelity 
of the animal senses. 

3. Let us next hear the statement of Cyprian. 
When. Christ says; I ant tlie true vine: the blood 

of Christ is not water, but wine. His blood, by 
which nv are redeemed and vivified, cannot be seen 

Non licet nobis in dubium sensus istos revocare, ne et in 
Christo de fide eorum deliberetur. Ne forte dicatur : quod 
t al-o Satanani prospectarit de cu-Io praecipitatuvn ; aut falso 
vormi P;itris audit-fit de ipso testiiicatani ; aut deceptus sit, 
cvnn IVtri socruni teti^it : aut aliuin postea unguenti senserit 
s])irituni, quod in sepulturam suam acceptavit; alium postea 
vini saporein, quod in saii^uinis sui meinoriani conseoravit. 
Ti-rtull. (K- .-iiuin. Oper. p. G53. 
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in the cup, when wine, by which the blood of Christ 
is shewn, is wanting to the cup : for, by the sacra 
ment and testimony of all the Scriptures, that blood 
is declared to have been poured forth J . 

Cyprian joins together, as homogeneous in point 
of phraseology, Christ s declaration / am the trite 
vine, and Christ s expression This is my blood. But 
the declaration is confessedly figurative. There 
fore, by the very necessity of his collocative ar 
rangement, Cyprian must have deemed the ex 
pression figurative also. 

4-. Let us next attend to the similar reasoning 
of Theodoret. 

Jacob called the blood of the Saviour the blood of 
the grape. For, if the Lord be denominated a vine, 
and if the fruit of the vine be called wine, and if 
from the side of the Lord fountains of blood and 
water circulating through the rest of his body passed 
to the lower parts : well and seasonably did the pa 
triarch say ; He washed his garments in wine, and 
his raiment in the blood of grapes. As z&e, then, 
call the mystic fruit of the vine, after its consecra 
tion, the blood of the Lord: so Jacob called the 
blood of the true vine the blood of the grape Our 
Saviour, indeed, interchanged the names : for to his 

1 Cum dicat Christus ; Ego sum vitis vera : sanguis Christi 
non aqua est utique, sed vinum. Nee potest videri sanguis 
ejus, quo redemti et vivificati sumus, esse in calice, quando vi 
num desit calici : quo Christi sanguis ostenditur, qui scriptu- 
rarum omnium sacramento ac testimonio effusus prsedicatur. 
Cyprian. Epist. Ixiii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 148. 
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hod// he gare tin name of the sf/rnbol, while to the 
symbol he gare (lie name of his hod// ; and, haring 
(/IKS called himself a rine, he applied the appellation 
of his blood to the symbol But the scope of such 
language is perfect/// fain/ liar to those, who have 
been initiated into the Mysteries. For our Lord 
required : that the if, who partake of the divine Mys- 
teries, should not attend to the nature of the things 
which theij see; but that, in the change of names, 
the// should believe that change which is wrought by 
grace : inasmuch as he, who called his own natural 
bod// wheat and bread and who further bestowed 
upon liimseif the appellation of a rine, honoured 
also the risib/e symbols with the name of his body 
and blood ; not changing their nature, but adding 
grace to nature } . 

1 Ai^a apa ora^vXjjjc TO TOV Sw-jjpoe Trpoffrjyoptvffev aip.u. 
Et yap a^iTTfXoc o AfffTrorqe u&gt; /ia&lt;7Tui, b CE rijc ap.irtXov Kcipirog 
at for Trpoffayopeutrat, af/uaroc CE KO.I VCO.TOQ IK ~i}q rov ^.ecnroTOv 
ir\vpae Kpovvoi Trpoff^tOtVrec ^ta rov \otirov trw^arog iirl -a. Karw 
pa ** Trpoff^opwc TrQO~nrtv u 7rarpip^r;c, IIXu- 
r//v or-o\r)v O.UTOV, Kal iv tuftan ora^wXj/c r&gt;/j Trepi- 
i\v avTOv. "HffTrep yap ript iQ rov ^IUOTHCOV rf/e ap.irt\ov 



atyita Co p 7ronct&gt; ovop.a.ofjif.v oi/rai r/c 



&lt; auirtXov TO alpa ffTO^vX^C aro/merv ai^ta O CE y 
terefOf iviiXXaU ra oj o^ara Kat rw ptv aw part TO TOV 
rlOtUUV ovo^d, rw ci av/jfioXy TO TOV (rw^taror ovrwc&gt; 
tavruv ovo/naerac, CUfta TO erw^/3oXov irpocrriyopevo-tv 
Af/\oc o ffk OTroc roTc ra v 0a fj.epvr)p.iroi. HpovXifdij ynp 
rut 6f.itt&gt;v ^vffTr)pitt)v /ifraXay^cu OJ rac, fJ.i) rrj (bvatt rwr pX 
&gt; 7rpo&lt;Tt ^t , uX\(t (id rT/ rH)v 6rop.a.Twr &gt; aXXay^c 
&gt; r;} f\ 7&gt;jc ^apirot yfyEK /M* !? furnpoX/]. () yap &lt;"/ -o 
criroy - ru upror WOOfayopcwraf, ^&lt;i&lt; w rnXd tavro* 
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This passage is analogous to the preceding state 
ment of Cyprian : but it surpasses it in strength. 
Through the mouth of his speaker Orthodoxus, 
and thus professedly exhibiting orthodoxy as or 
thodoxy stood in the fifth century, Theodoret 
first toadies us, that the reason, why Christ de 
nominated the sacramental wine his own b/ood, 
was, because he had previously denominated him 
self a vine; for, if Christ be figuratively a vine, 
homogeneity requires that the juice of the vine 
should be figuratively the blood of Christ : next 
assures us, that the language, which inculcates 
the doctrine of only a sacramental or moral 

v 

change in the consecrated elements, was familiar 
to all those, who had been initiated into the Mys 
teries : and lastly declares, even in so many words, 
that no change, by virtue of consecration, takes 
place in the nature or in the physical substance 
of those elements ! . 



OVTOQ T(i 6pwfj.ti a (TvppoXa Trj rov 



KOL alparOQ Trpoffrjyopiri rerlprfKef, ov rt)y (pixnv 

aXXct TIJV "xfipiv Ttj (j)ii(Ti TrpooreOti/cwe. Theodoret. Dial. i. 

Oper. vol. iv. p. 17, 18. Paris. 1642. 

1 Dr. Trevern, who is apt to resort to confident assertion 
when argument and evidence fail him, roundly, according to his 
wont, denies the homogeneousness of the two expressions, / am 
the vine, and This is my blood: whence he dogmatises, that, 
although the former ought to be interpreted figuratively, the 
latter ought doubtless to be interpreted literally. Discuss- 
Amic. vol. i. p. 295. 

It is his misfortune, we see, to disagree, both with Cyprian 
in the third, and with Theodora in the fifth, century. Ac- 
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,~&gt;. Let us next hear tlie doctrine advocated by 
Jerome. 

./// locers of pleasure, rather that) lovers of (iod, 

inasmuch as they are unholy in bod// and in .spirit, 

neither eat the flesh of Christ, nor drink his blood. 

rerninif ichieh he himself speaks : Whoso eateth 

mi/ flex h, and drinketh mi/ blood, hath eternal life. 

For Christ our Passover has been sacrificed . 

All outward communicants, whether holy or 
unholy, eat and drink the material elements of 
the consecrated bread and wine. Therefore, ac 
cording to the doctrine of Transubstantiation, 
holy and unholy alike eat and drink the body and 
blood of Christ. But Jerome declares, that the 
body and blood of Christ are not received by the 
unholy. Therefore Jerome could not have held 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

6. Let us next hear the parallel statements of 
Augustine. 

Persons of this description must not be said to eat 
the bod if of Christ, inasmuch as thei/ are not to be 

cording to these ancient ecclesiastics, since Christ is symbo 
lic. &lt;1 by a vine, his blood is consistently and analogically sym 
bolised by the juice or allegorical blood of the vine. Truly, 
would have been amazed at the theory, which makes the 
ymejfgurafitN and the blood literal. 

Omnes voluptatis magis amatores, quam amaiores Dei 
dum non suut sancti corpore et spiritu, nee commedunt car: 

. nee bibur, inem t-jus. De quo ipse loquitur : Qui 

i/i tih HI, habct r, 

aim j-,r;scha nostrum immolatus est Cliri - 
. Coinmnit. in V .vii. l\vi. 17. Opi r. vol. iv. \ 

2 
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reckoned among the members of Christ When he 
said ; Whoso eateth my flesh and dr mheth my blood, 
he remaineth in me, and I in him : he shewed, what 
if is to eat the body of Christ and to drink his blood, 
not merely so far as the sacrament is concerned, but 
verily and indeed : for this is to remain in Christ, 
that Christ also should remain in him. For lie thus 
spake it, as if he should say : Whoso remaineth not 
in me, nor I in him ; let not that person assert or 
imagine, that he eateth my body or drinketh my 
blood \ 

To believe in him is to eat the living bread. He, 
who believeth in him, eateth We also today receive 
visible food: but a sacrament is one thing ; and the 
virtue of a sacrament, another. How many receive 
from the altar and die: nay die, even by the very 
act of receiving The true recipient is, he who eats 
internally, not he who eats externally : he who eats 
in his heart, not he who presses with his tooth He, 
who remaineth not in Christ and in whom Christ 
doth not remain, beyond all doubt neither spiritually 
eats his flesh nor drinks his blood, although carnally 

Nee isti ergo dicendi sunt manducare corpus Christi, quo- 
niam nee in membris computandi sunt Christi Ipse dicens, 
Qui manducat carnem mcam et bibit sanguinem meum, in me 
manet, et ego in eo ostendit, quid sit, non sacramento tenus, 
sed revera, corpus Christi manducare et ejus sanguinem bibere: 
hoc est enim in Christo manere, ut in illo maneat et Christus. 
Sic enim hoc dixit, tanquam diceret : Qui non in me manet, et 
in quo ego non maneo, non se dicat aut existimet manducare cor 
pus meum aut bibcrc sanguinem meum. August, de Civ. Dei. 
lib. xxi. c. 25. 
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and visibly lie may press with his teeth the sacra 
ment of the body and blood of Christ : but he rather 
eats and drinl s tlie sacrament of so great a thing 
to /its own condemnation, \ 

The remark on the language of Jerome equally 
a])})lies to the strictly analogous language of Au 
gustine. 

7. Finally, not to weary with a superfluity of 
evidence, let us hear the still parallel statement 
of Raban of Mentz even so late as the earlier 
part of the ninth century. 

The Lord ret/led, that the sacraments of his body 
and blood should be received by the mouth of the 
faithful and should be reduced into their aliment : 
that so, through a visible body, an invisible effect 
might be shewn At the Lord s table, the sacra 
ment of this thing is, by some, received to life ; by 
others, to destruction : but the thing itself is re 
ceived, by every man to life, by no man to destruc 
tion, whosoever shall have been a partaker of it, 

1 Credere enim in eum, hoc est manducare panem vivum. 
Qui credit in eum, manducat Nam et nos hodie accipimus vi- 
sibilem cibum : sed aliud est sacramentum : aliud, virtus sa- 
cramenti. Quani multi de altari accipiunt, et moriuntur : i-t 
accipiendo moriuntur Qui manducat intus, non foris ; qul 
inaii(luc;it in corde, non (jui prt iuit dente Qui non manet in 
Christo, et in quo non manet Christus, proculdubio nee man 
ducat spiritaliter carnem ejus, nee bibit ejus santiuincm : licet 
carnaliter ft visibiliter premat dentibus sacramentum corporis 
iiiiiuinis Christi : sed matris tantac rei sacramcntum ad ju- 
diciuni ^il)i manducat et bibit. August. Kxj)os. in Kvan. Joan, 
tract. \\\i. ()pi-r. vol. ix. ; -I. 
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that is, whosoever shall have been associated as a 
member to Christ the head in the kingdom of hea 
ven ; for a sacrament is one thing, but the virtue of 
a sacrament is another thing. The sacrament is 
received by the mouth : by the virtue of the sacra 
ment tJte inner man is satiated \ 

It will readily be perceived, how deeply the 
good Prelate of Mentz had drunk into the spirit 
of Augustine. He adopts even his very words. 
A sacrament is one thing : the virtue of a sacra 
ment is another thing. 

II. I shall next produce statements, in which 
the consecrated elements are said to be types or 
antitypes or figures or symbols or images or re 
presentations of the body and blood of Christ ; 
appending to them such remarks as may be ap 
propriate to the subject. 

1. The statements on this point are the follow 



ing. 



(1.) Let us first hear the sentiments of Ireneus, 
the scholar of Polycarp the disciple of St. John. 



1 Maluit Dominus corporis et sanguinis sui sacramenta fide- 
limn ore percipi, et in pastum eorum redigi : ut, per visibile 
corpus, invisibilis ostenderetur effectus Hujus rei sacramen- 
tum de mensa dominica assumitur, quibusdam ad vitam, qui- 
busdam ad exitium : res vero ipsa, omni homini ad vitam nulli 
ad exitium, quicunque ejus particeps fuerit, id est, Christo 
capiti membrum associatus fuerit in regno ccelesti ; quia aliud 
est sacravnentum, aliud virtus sacramenti. Sacramentum enim 
ore percipitur : virtute sacramenti interior homo satiatur. 
Raban. Maur. de Instit. Cler. lib. i. c. 31. 
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They, who have followed (lie /as/ ordinances of 
the Apostles, know, that the Lord appointed a new 
oblation in the new Covenant according to the words 
of MaJachi the prophet : Wherefore, from the ris 
ing of the sun even to his netting, mi/ name has been 
ghtrijied among the nations, and in every place in 
cense is offered to my name and a clean sacrifice. 
As also John says, in the Apocalypse : The incense 
is the prayers of the saints. Paul likewise ej ltorts, 
that we slionld present our bodies a licing sacrifice, 
holy and acceptable unto God, which is onr reason 
able service. And again : Let us offer the sacrijice 
of praise, that is, the fruit of our lips. For these 
oblations are not according to the Law, wliose hand 
writing the Lord, having blotted out, hath taken 
away from the midst ; but they are according to the 
spirit : for, in spirit and in truth, we must worsliip 
God. Wherefore also the oblation of the Eucharist 
is not carnal but spiritual, and in that respect pure. 
For we offer unto God the bread and the cup of 
blessing, giving thanks unto him, because he has 
commanded the earth to produce these fruits for our 
food : and then, having finished the oblation, we in 
voke the Holy Spirit, that he would exhibit this sa 
crifice, both tlte bread as the body of Christ, and 
the cup as t//e blood of Christ ; in order that they, 
who partake of these ANTITYPKS, may obtain remis 
sion of sins and life eternal. n herefore they, who 
bring these oblations in remembrance of the Lord, 
approach not to the dogmas ,// ///.- Jews : !u, ; . litur- 
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gislng spiritually, they shall be called the sons of 
wisdom l . 

In the primitive Church, according to the tes 
timony of Ireneus (which, as here stated, may 
serve yet additionally to confirm _the result of an 
already conducted discussion 2 ), the as yet uncon- 
secrated bread and wine were first offered up on 



1 Ot rate fowcpaifi rwv aTrooroXwv taraf&lt;7t 7rapT]Ko\ovdr]- 

"ivaai, TOY Kvptov rinv Trpoui^opaV EV rrj vatvrjf ciadifKr) 
Kade&lt;TTr]Ktt ai Kard TO MaXa^/ov TOV 7rpo0 /rou Atort, a:ro dvaro- 
Xwv IjXiov Kal E WC vffpwv, TO oropa pov t?oaorai if TO IQ tdvefft, 
(cat if 7raj/rt T-OTTW dvpiapa Trpoerayerat rw ovopari pov Kal dveia 
Kadapd. "lio-TTtp KCII 6 Ifamyy^e if rfj ciTroKa\v\^et Xe yef Td 
Qvpiapara elfflf at Trpoffev^al rw ayiwv. Kat o IlavXoe ?rapa- 
icaXtt /jLtdc TrapaorJ/ffat ra v ffw^tara i/pHtf Qvaiaf w&lt;rcu , ayiaf, 
rw 0w, 7&gt;}&gt; XoytK^v Xarpe/ai j/^uwv. Kat TraXtJ * 
Qvaiaf alftffEWQ, rovrcartj Kap-rrov %et\l(t&gt;f. Avrai 
at Trpov&lt;t&gt;opal ov Kard rof fopof t&lt;rt, ou ro yjEipoypacbov iE,a- 
Q 6 Kvptoc EK row p.iaov ypKEf, dXXd Kara Trvevpa, if TTftv- 

\ \ \/5^^ \ ^v / A X t 

yap vat aA?;0ta cet Trpoo /ci j Et* rov OEOV. Aton cat &gt;/ 
TTJQ Ev^apioriag OUK: kan aapKtKij aXXa 7r&gt; v^uartvf), 
cat EV rovTip Ka6apa. Tlpoff(f&gt;tpopef yap rw GEW rov a/orov /cat 
ro irort ipiof ri]Q ei/Aoytag, v^aptoTou&gt;Tc ai/raJ!, ort ry yj- iKeXtvae 
(c^v(rai roi/c Kapirovg rovrovg elg rpofyi/f fiptTtpar vat ^rav0a, 
7V/r Trpoff(popdf reXfaai Tec, eKxaXovpef TO IIvEu^ta ro "Aytov, 
OTTWQ aTTO^ijji Tj rJjv 6u&lt;Tt av ravrJjv, cai rov aprov crUjfia. TOV Xptorov, 
vat ro TTOTT/PIOV ro alpa TOV XpioTOu* t va ot p.f.Ta\apovTig rourwv 
rwv ANTITYIItiN, r^e d(f&gt;i&lt;rews TWV a/xaprtwv, vat rr/c 
atwvt ov Tv\waiv. Ot oiv raurae rag Trpoatyopdc; EV rjji 
TOV Kupt ov ayovrfc, ov roT^ rwv lou^atwv ^oy/iao-t 7rpo&lt;Tp)(Ovrat 
a XXa, TTftvpaTiKwQ AarovpyoCvrte, r^ie ero^i ac vioi vX7?6&gt;/o-ov7at. 
Iren. Fragment, in Append, ad Hippol. Oper. vol. ii. p. 04, 65. 

2 See above, book i. chap. 4. . iv. 2. 
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tho table as an cucharistic oblation, antecedently 
to the prayer which invoked the Holy Spirit to 
exhibit them as the body and blood of Christ : for 
he expressly states, that that prayer was not put 
up until the oblation was finished. Next, after 
the oblation had been finished, the elements were 
consecrated. And then, at length, as Ireneus 
teaches us, those elements, which had been first 
eucharistically offered on the table and which 
had next been consecrated by prayer, became the 
antitypes or figures of Christ s most precious 
body and blood. 

/ 

Now, what Ireneus and the primitive Church 
meant by antitypes, cannot for a moment be 
doubted : because St. Paul, in his Epistle to the 
Hebrews (a Work cited by Ireneus in the course 
of this very passage), has fully and unambiguously 
settled its import. 

Christ has not entered into the hohj places made 
with hands, which are tJie ANTITYPES of the true holy 
places ; but into heaven itself^. 

Hence, in the theology of Ireneus and the pri 
mitive Church, the bread and wine, when conse 
crated by prayer, are antitypes or figures of 
Christ s body and blood : just as the levitical holy 
places were antitypes o? figures of the true holy 
places, even of the sanctuary of God in heaven. 

(2.) Let us next attend to the thanksgiving in 



Oi&gt; yap i ^ip07rot jro fiyta i % &lt;r//X0fr !&gt; \ptfTrnr, .\N- 
1IM1IA rwi &gt;i\iflhywt , aXX* ct avrov roi i. IUI&gt;. i\. U-l. 
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the ancient Clementine Liturgy, which was used 
by the faithful previous to communicating l : and, 
as we have already, in an earlier part of this in 
quiry, noted, how strictly that Liturgy harmonises 
with Ireneus in its statement that The bread and 
wine are to be viewed as an oblation or eucJiaristic 
sacrifice only ANTECEDENTLY to their being conse 
crated 2 ; so we shall now find, that SUBSEQUENTLY 
to their being consecrated, it pronounces them, 
still in close harmony with Ireneus and employing 
indeed even verbally the self-same phraseology, to 
have become antitype* orjigwe*. 

We moreover give thanks, O Father, for the pre 
cious blood of Jesus Christ which on our behalf zc&gt;as 
poured out, and for his precious body: of which 
also we celebrate these elements as the ANTITYPES, 
he himself having commanded us to set forth liis 
death 3 . 

The doctrine, that The consecrated elements are 
ANTITYPES of Chrlsfs body and blood, was, we see, 
no way peculiar to Ireneus. On the contrary, it 
was the solemnly recognised doctrine of the pri- 

I gather this from the circumstance, that the thanksgiving 
next in order is directed to be used after communicating ; 
JJL(.TO. TJ\V jufraXrj^/tv : language, which imports that its prede 
cessor was to be used before communicating. 
2 See above, book i. chap. 4. IV. 2. (I.) 

"En tv\api(TTOuiJi.n , LTarep i//xw&gt; , vxep rov TIJAIOV 
I&gt;7&lt;roD Xpiarov TOV ixyvQivroc; virfn &gt;/^twj , vat rov TIJJ.IOV 
ov xal ANTITYITA ravra 7rireAou^) , UVTOV Stara^ap.(.vov ijf 
cardyylXXetv rov avrov QcLvarov. Clem. Liturg. in Constit. 
A})-)st. lib. vii. c. X .K 
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initive Church, introduced and interwoven into the 
forms of the most ancient Liturgy now extant. 

(3.) Let us next hear Cyril of Jerusalem, as, in 
his character of a public Catechist, he still employs 
the same phraseology for the purpose of explain 
ing to his Catechumens the true character of the 
consecrated elements. 

While eating, the communicant* are commanded 
to eat, not bread and wine, but the ANTITYPE of the 
hodtj and blood of Clnist \ 

With all assurance, let us partake, ax if were, of 
the body and blood of Christ : for, in the TYPE of 
bread, the body is giren to thee ; and, in the TYPE 
of wine, the blood is gire/i to thee : hi order that 
thou mayest partake of the body and blood of Christ, 
becoming with him joint body and joint blood*. 

When Cyril says, that the communicants are 
commanded to eat, not bread and wine, but the 
antitype of the body and blood of Christ : he 
clearly means, agreeably to the distinction in his 
immediately preceding fourth Mystagogical Cate- 
chesis, that they are commanded to eat, not mere 
bread and wine, or simple bread and wine to which 






(i\\it AN] I 11 !i()Y rriu^arof k cii eufumf ~ov \niirriit). Cyril. 

llitTns. C.-lti-i ll. M v. p. 24-K 

~f, ^-u 7T( (iT;;r 7rX;f&gt;oo&lt;)i)/nr, we ffw/Liaror k at at paras 
LVttfUV \tnir~nv ii \ \ Hilt yup a&lt;)ru, &lt;it&lt;t-tti mn TO 
UK. M T1 Hilt o noi;, (it arm not TI&gt; n tfin "tra "/fry 
- if.inTOc k di ((V;inror Xruorou, rrvrrrrMftoc voc 
(.\r(\. Ilk-H--. C .itcoh. M 
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no spiritual grace has been superadded by conse 
cration, but holy bread and wine by which the 
body and blood of Christ are now antitypically or 
figuratively represented *. 

(4.) We may next hear exactly the same lan 
guage from the mouth of Macarius. 

In the Church are offered bread and wine, the 
ANTITYPE of Christ s flesh and blood : and they, who 
partake of the visible bread, eat the flesh of the Lord 
spiritually 2 . 

(5.) Let us next hear Gregory of Nazianzum, 
as he still duly employs the same accredited ec 
clesiastical phraseology. 

Knowing, then, that no person is worthy of the 
great God and sacrifice and high-priest, who has 
not first offered himself unto God a living and holy 
sacrifice, performing a reasonable and acceptable 
service, and sacrificing unto God the sacrifice of 
praise and a broken spirit which is the only sacrifice 
required at our hands by him who gives us all 
things: how could I dare to offer to him the exter- 

O &gt;v 

nal sacrifice, the ANTITYPE of the great Mysteries 3 ? 



M) 7rpo&lt;7)( v v &lt;** ^lAOIS Ttjj ciprw Kal rw d tvtf ffwpa yrfp 
mi aipa \piff-ov Kard r)v eWTrom r/v Tvy^nvEi aVo^&gt;atriv. Cyril. 
Hieros. Catech. Mystag. iv. p. 237. 

2 E^ rrj tKK\tfffl^, Trpoafylperat aproQ KOI dti OQ, ANTITYHON 
r//e aaptcoQ avrov Kal TOV a /juaroc* Kal ol jUeraXa^i/Sai ovrec IK row 
&lt;paii outi ov aprov, irvEV/iartcwg Trjv aapxa TOV Kvpiov iadiov/n* 
Macar. ^Egypt. Homil. xxvii. 






ovv 



Kal OTL prj^elf (i^iog TOV peya\ov Kal 



Qeov Kal OvpaTOc Kal a p^itpfwC) OITTIC, pi) TtpoTtpov kavrov 



ayiar, 
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((j ) Let us next attend to the parallel 
of Clement of Alexandria. 

The Scripture has named wine a mystic SYMBOL 
of the holy blood \ 

(7.) Let us next observe the still parallel phra 
seology of Tertullian. 

God in i/oiir Gospel lias so revealed tin matter, 
calling the bread his own body, thai you may hence 
understand how he gar e the figure of bread to be the 
FIGURE of h ts own body: whose body, conversely, 
the prophet lias figuratively called bread, the Lord 
liimself being afterward about to interpret this sa 
crament 2 . 

Christ reprobated, neitlier the water of the Crea 
tor with which he washes liis people, nor the oil with 
which he anoints tliem, nor tlte fellowsltip of honey 
and milk wit It which he feeds them as infants, nor 
the bread by which he REPRESENTS his own body : 



napeonv fVtCf/^aro, firj^i tdvat rj5 0jJ Qvaiav atrcerciiic 
(MVTtTfM.f*fievov t i]v ^i&gt;vr]v 6 Trdvra lovq aVcurft 



r//r TJI&gt; fuyaXuv nverrripiuv ANTITYIION ; Gregor. Nazian- 
/A ii. Oral. i. Oper. vol. i. p. 38. Paris. 1630. 

tSvorueov (ipa 2YMBOAON &gt;/ ypo^) a ifiaroQ uyiov olt ov 
Mio^nffti . Clem. Alex. Panlag. lib. ii. c. 2. Oper. p. 156. 

Sic enim Deus in evangelic quoque vestro revelavit, panem 
( )]&lt;&gt;&gt; xuuw appellans : at et hinc jam c-uin intelligas corporis 
sui i IGCRAM j)anis dedisse ; cujus retro corpus in panem pro- 
phttcs figuravit, ipso Domino hoc sai-ranu-i\tuni postea inter- 
pretaturo. Tcrtull. adv. Marcion. lib. iii. 12. Oper. p. 
809. 
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for, even in Ins sacraments, he needs the beggarly 
elements of the Creator *. 

(8.) We may next listen to Eusebius of Cesa- 
rea. 

Christ himself gave the SYMBOLS of the (Urine 
economy to his own disciples ; commanding, that the 
IMAGE of his own body should be made 2 . 

(9.) Let us next hear Ambrose of Milan. 

In the Law was the shadow : in the Gospel is 
the IMAGE : in heaven is the reality. Formerly, a 
lamb was offered, a calf was offered : now Christ 

\AJ J A/ 

is offered Here he is in an IMAGE : there he is in 
reality 3 . 

(10.) We may next attend to the great Au 
gustine. 



1 Set! et ille quidem, usque nunc, nee aquam reprobavit Cre- 
atoris qua suos abluit, nee oleum quo suos unguit, nee mellis et 
lactis societatem qua suos infantat, nee panem quo ipsum cor 
pus suum REPR^ESENTAT ; etiam in sacramentis propriis egens 
mendicitatibus Creatoris. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. i. 9. 
Oper. p. 155. 

2 IlaXiv yap avrog ra SYMBOAA T?]Q tvQtov oiKOVOp.iag TO IQ 
avrov irapedidov padriTcuf;, rip&gt; EIKONA rov ic!iov ffw^aroq 
Trui~i(r8ai TrapaKt\ev6p.evoQ. Euseb. Demons. Evan. lib. viii. 
c. 2. p. 236. Paris. Stephan. 1544. Immediately afterward 
he says : "Apr^&gt; e xprjcrdat SYJVIBOAilt TOV Iciov 



3 Umbra in lege : IMAGO in evangelio : veritas in coelestibus. 
Ante, agnus ofterebatur, offerebatur vitulus : nunc Christus of- 
fertur Hie, in IMAGINE : ibi, in veritate. Ambros. Officior. 
lib. i. c. 48. Oper. col. 33. Paris, 1549. 
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The Lord, rclien he wire the SK;\ of his body, 
d ld not doubt to sa:j : Tliis is ///// body . 

In lite history of //r A ,-;. Testament, so great 
and sn marrellous re as (lie j itiaice of our Lord, 
fliat, hearing rcith Judas, though not ignorant of 
his purpose, he admitted him to the banquet, in 
ri /ilc/t //c commended and delivered to his disciples 
tJie FKii RH of his own body and blood 1 . 

These (namely, the water and the blood) are 
sacraments, in which, not rchat they are, but what 
they .s7/&lt; j u forth, is the point to be always attended 
to : for tliey are the SIGNS of things, being one thing, 
and signifying another thing 3 . 

(11.) Let us next hear Theodoret. 

The mystic SYMBOLS, after consecration, pass not 
out of their own proper nature Place, then, the 
IMAGE by the side of the archetype ; and thou wilt 
see the SIMILITUDE : for it is meet, that the TYIM: 
should be similar to the reality 4 . 

Xonenim Dominus dubitavit dicere; Hoc est corpus mcum : 
cum SIGNVM daret corporis sui. August, cont. Adimant. c. xii. 
(^j)cr. vol. vi. p. 69. 

1 In historia Novi Testament!, ipsa Domini nostri tanta et 
tain miranda paticntia, quod eum tamdiu pertulit tan^juam 
bonum, cum ejus cogitationes non ignorarct, cum adbibuit ad 
convivium, in quo corporis et sanguinis sui FIGURAM discipulis 
Commendavit et tradidit. August. Enar. in Psalm, iii. Oper. 
vol. viii. p. 7. 

Hsec enim sacramenta sunt, in quibus, non quid sint, sed 
quid ostendant, st mp.-r attenditur : quoniam SIGXA sunt rcrum, 
aliud cxistt iitia, ct aliud significantia. Aun ii&gt;t. cont. Maxi- 
min. lil). iii. c . n. 2 , Qpcr. vol. vi. p. Jj 

- fivrrri IHO A \ r/. 
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(12.) Let us next hear, from the ancient author 
of the Work on the Sacraments, the very words, 



t/0rarat 0u&lt;rgwe Hapadeg roivvv ry dp^ervTra) TI)V 
EIKONA, k-al ityei rijv OMOIOTHTA x&gt;0&gt; ) ydp loiKtvai ry 
d\r)ed&lt;t ibv TYHON. Theod. Dial. ii. Oper. p. 85. 

I would direct the inquirer s special attention to Theodoret s 
contradistinction of the image from its archetype : rw a p^t- 
TVTTV TIJV eiKova. 

When the Tridentine Fathers teach us, that the worship 
paid to images is to be referred to the prototypes which those 
images represent : do they mean to intimate, that the images 
and their prototypes are distinct ; or do they teach us, that the 
images and their prototypes are identical ? 

Their words are : Honos, qui eis exhihetur, refertur ad 
prototypa, quae illae repraesentant : ita ut per imagines, quas 
osculamur et coram quibus caput aperimus et procumbimus, 
Christum adoremus, et Sanctos, quorum illae similitudinem 
gerunt, veneremur. Concil. Trid. sess. xxv. p. 507, 508. 

The same doctrine had been previously advanced by the 
second Nicene Council, act. iii. 

That very extraordinary reasoner, Dr. Trevern, unable to 
rid himself of the stubborn fact, that the ancients invariably 
style the consecrated elements symbols or images or fgures of 
Christ s body and blood, actually makes an experiment upon 
the credulity of his English Laic, by attempting to persuade 
him, that a symbol and the thing symbolised by it, or an image 
and its prototype or archetype, may very well be identical. 
Thus the circumstance of the consecrated wine being a symbol 
of Christ s blood is by no means inconsistent with the doctrine, 
that the symbolical nine is identical with the blocd which it 
symbolises. Some account of this experiment may be seen in 
Discuss. Amic. Lett. x. vol. ii. p. GO 62. It had already 
been tried by Bossuet, on the principle of a sophistical tam 
pering with the double sense of the word sign. Hist, des 
Variat. livr. iv. ^11. 
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which in his days were used in the consecration 
of the elements. 

Dost thou rcish to learn the form of consecra 
tion ? Hear, then, its eery n-o/v/.v. The priest 
sui/s : Cause this our oblation to be reasonable and 
acceptable ; because if is the FIGURE of the bod// am! 
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ \ 

(13.) Let us finally hear the judicial decision 
of Pope Gelasius. 

Assuredly, the IMAGE and SIMILITUDE of the body 
and blood of Christ are celebrated in the action of 
the Mysteries 2 . 

2. It is obvious, that, when the novel doctrine 
of a substantial presence of the Lord s physical or 
material body and blood in the Eucharist began 
to be adopted and patronised : the primitive ec 
clesiastical language, which described the conse 
crated elements as being antitypes or figures or 
symbols or images or similitudes, would inevitably 
appear altogether inconsistent with the new and 
more fashionable system of sacramental theology. 
For, if, by consecration, the elements literally and 



1 Vis scire quia verbis coelcstibus consecratur ? Accipe quae 
sunt viTba. Dicit sacerdos : Fac nobis, inquit, hanc oblatio- 
non (i^-ri^tain, rationabilcm, acceptabilcm : quod cut FIGURA 

&lt;/ v \ i / s(i)i^ni/ti)i Domini noxtri Jesu Chrixti. Tractat. de 
ram. lib. iv. c. 5. in Ambros. Oper. col. 1248. 

2 Certe IMAGO et SIMILITTDO corporis et sanguinis Christi in 
actioiu- inysti-riorum ci-k-brantur. (ulas. di- dual). Christ, 
natur. com. \ (tor. i-t Mutycli. in Bibliotlt. Patr. vol. iv 
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physically and substantially became the material 
body and blood of Christ ; those elements, thus 
miraculously changed in their nature or substra 
tum, could no longer be truly said to be only an 
Image of Christ s body and blood, when they had 
actually become Christ s body and blood their own 
proper and literal selves : inasmuch as the very 
name of image imports, that the image is one 
thing, and that the matter represented by the 
image is another thing. 

(1.) Accordingly, in the eighth century, during 
which, among the oriental divines, the doctrine 
of the substantial presence was rapidly gaining 
ground until at length in the year 787 it was 
formally ratified by the second Nicene Council ; 
we find the ancient phraseology of the Church, 
which ill suited the favourite novelty, rejected 
with a high hand and with a most astonishing 
degree of intrepid effrontery. 

John of Damascus is absolutely shocked to the 
heart by the impious language of those earlier 
theologians, Ireneus, Cyril, Macarius, Tertullian, 
Clement of Alexandria, Gregory of Nazianzum, 
Augustine, Theodoret, and Pope Gelasius. 

TJie bread and wine are NOT the TYPE of the body 
and blood of Christ. God forbid ! But they are 
the very deified body itself of the Lord : the Lord 
himself having said ; This is, NOT the TYPE of my 
blood, but my blood } . 

1 OYK iffTt TYIIOS 6 ciproc cat 6 QIVOQ rov &lt;ra^uaroc xal 
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(2.) Much in the same strain, but with a 
splendid intrepidity of assertion, proceed the in 
fallible Fathers of the second Nicene Council. 

No one, either of those trumpets of the Spirit the 
holi) Apostles, or of our celebrated Fathers, ever 
called our unbloody sacrifice the IMAGE of his body 
-For he did not say: Take, eat, the IMAGE of my 
body Thus clearly is it demonstrated, that NO 
WHF.RE did, either our Lord, or the Apostles, or 
the Fathers, call the unbloody sacrifice, offered up 
through the priest, an IMAGE : but they called it the 

body itself and the blood itself*. 

The matchless theologians of Nice, in their 
xeal against the Council of Constantinople which 
in the year 754 had rightly determined the Eu 
charist to be an image of Christ s body and blood, 
appear to have unaccountably overlooked the cir 
cumstance : that, even to say nothing of the an 
cient perpetual use of the synonymns, type, anti 
type, symbol, figure, sign, and similitude ; the very 



TOV XpioroO fjn) yivoiro a XX ai/ro TO awp.a TOV Kvp/ov 
avrov TOV Kvpiov tnrovroQ, Toi/ro JJLOV tort, OY 
TOV cu^tarof, aXXa TO al/aa. Joan. Damasc. Orthod. 
Fid. lib. iv. c. 1 k 

1 Ouc ttr ycip Trore, rwv ffaXTrtyywv TOV HvtvpaTOf ayiuivj 
reXwr, j) rwv iotdluuv Trartpwc i/ftwf, r/v dvaljuucrov 
Overlay, ii-xtv EIKONA TOV erw^uaroc ai/roD Kat OVK tlirt 
ire, ^aycre, ri/f EIKONA TOV ffwpaTog p.ov OVKOVV &lt;ra^tDc 
vrttt, on OYAAMOY, OVTL o Kupioc, OVTZ ol uiro(rr6\ot, 
; TrarEpec, EIKONA elTroi ri/v eta TOV tcpcuc irpoatytao}iivr}v 
H IKTOV Qvaiai , a XX auro aupa xal av-o cttpa. Concil. 
ii. act. vi. Labh. Concil. vol. vii. p. -1 IS. -H9. 

7 2 
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word image had actually, in the fourth and fifth 
centuries, been thus employed, both by Eusebius 
and Theodoret of the Greek Church, and by Am 
brose and Gelasius of the Latin Church . Their 
point, however, was at all events to be carried : 
and, yi the use of that important controversial 
weapon hardy assertion, we find them by no 
means either scrupulous or parsimonious. 

Yet, while they thus dogmatised respecting the 
alleged uniform rejection of the word image ; they 
ventured not to deny, though the acknowledg 
ment is made with evident soreness, that the ele 
ments had been perpetually styled antitypes. The 
difficulty, therefore, was, how to manage this pro 
voking circumstance : for small were the emolu 
ment of compendiously discarding the troublesome 
word image, if its synonymn the equally trouble 
some word antitype should be suffered to remain 
unaccounted for. Truly, they overcame the dif 
ficulty in manner following. The occurrence of 
the word ANTITYPE, even in the writings of the 
holy Fathers, they were constrained to acknow 
ledge : but they roundly asserted, that the bread 
and wine were never called ANTITYPES, save pre 
viously to their consecration 2 . 

An honest inquirer, who shall have carefully 
perused the passages already adduced in quite 

1 See above, book ii. chap. 4. II. 1. (8.) (9.) (11.) (13.) 
! IIPO jj.ev TTJQ TOV ctyia.ffp.ov reXeiwfftuc, ANTITYIIA rial 

rwv ayid)i&gt; Trarepwv tvfftfiwg t^oZtv ovopafcvOai, Concil. Nicen. 

ii. act. vi. Labb. Concil. vol. vii. p. 449. 
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sufficient abundance, will of course perceive, that 
such an assertion, thrown out for the evident pur 
pose of merely serving a turn, requires not any 
answer. Lest, however, some dauntless modern 
theologian of the Latin School should revive the 
attempted evasion of the Nicene Fathers, an an 
swer shall he given in regular mood and form. 

Gregory Nazianzen, who flourished in the fourth 
century, tells us, that his sister Gorgonia, when 
labouring under a malady which had baffled the 
power of medicine, rose in the night and prostrat 
ed herself before the altar. Here she solemnly 
prayed for deliverance : when, lo, having mingled 
with her tears whatsoever portion of the ANTITYPES 
of tlie precious body or blood her hand had trea 
sured up, she departed completely healed of her 
malady . 

Here, plainly, the ANTITYPES were the conse 
crated elements, which Gorgonia had reserved 
from the last celebration of the Eucharist : and 
thus perishes the adventurous allegation of the 
Nicene Fathers, that, by the ancients, the ele 
ments were styled ANTITYPES only before, and 
never after, their consecration. 

(3.) This allegation, however, is not without 
its measure of utility. Our modern latin divines, 
as I gather from the translation of Cyril of Jeru 
salem by that zealous Romanist Grodecius, would 

TOV TI rdir . \YnTYIlilN ~ov np.iov au&gt;p.a.rog f; rov 



/ X ! } f*"&lt;*W(co*Xi TOVTO Kara^tyrvtra roe 



TOV avfUtrOf, rC cfvc aaoftvn 7/]; 

ku r. Na/ian. Or;it. xi. OpiT. vol. i. p. 187. 
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fain have us understand, by type and antitype, 
nothing more than what they call species or ap 
pearance : so that, when the body and blood of 
Christ are said to be given in the TYPE of bread 
and wine ; the true meaning of such phraseology 
is, that the literal or substantial body and blood 
of the Redeemer are given in the species or under 
the outward delusive appearance of bread and 
wine \ But, to such an evasion, the allegation 
of the Nicene Fathers, by the very necessity of 
its drift and purpose, is plainly fatal : for that al 
legation, through the medium of its perfectly in 
telligible object, distinctly shews, how, in their 
days, with reference to the body and blood of 
Christ, the words type and antitype were always 
understood. They acknowledged, that, by the 
ancients, the bread and wine were said to be 
types or antitypes of Christ s body and blood. 
But, by such phraseology, they evidently un 
derstood the ancients to mean, that the ele 
ments were the symbols or figures or representa 
tions or signs or similitudes of the body and blood 
of Christ : for, otherwise, in defence of their new 
fangled doctrine of a substantial presence, they 
needed not to have troubled themselves to assert, 
that, by the ancients, the name of ANTITYPES was 



1 Cyril says : Ev TYIKii yap aprov, til&oral cm TO cruifia KOI, 
iv TYIIiii divov, Miorat croi TO alfia. This is rendered by 
Grodecius : Nam, sub SPECIE panis, datur tibi corpus : et, sub 
SPECIE vini, datur sanguis. 

Again : Cyril says : Tcvo/^roi yap, OVK aprov KO.I divov 
K \vo&gt; rcu ytvaaaOat, aXXa ANT1TYQOY aw/uarof Kat 
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only bestowed upon the elements antecedently to 
their consecration l . 

3. Toward the close, then, of the eighth cen 
tury, we see, the Fathers of the second Nicene 
Council were employed in diligently cursing all 
those, who, after the manner of the ancients, 
should presume to say, that the consecrated 
bread and wine are an image or figure or simili 
tude of the body and blood of Christ : but, during 
some years before, and during many years after, 
the memorable year 787, the old-fashioned divines 
of the hitherto less corrupted West continued, 
in their rustic simplicity, to use the identical 
phraseology, which an Ecumenical Council in the 
East had branded with the stamp of anathema 
tised heresy. 

(1.) The Lord, in the Supper, says the vener 
able Bede about the year 720, gave to his disci 
ples the FIGURE of his holy body and blood 2 . 

(2.) Sacraments, says Amalar of Triers about 
the year 820, ought to have a certain SIMILITUDE 
of those things, whereof they are sacraments. Let 

TOU Xpiorou. This, still more liberally, is rendered by Grode- 
cius : Gustantes enim, non panem aut vinum tit gustent, juben- 
tur, sed, QUOD SUB SPECIE EST (videlicet panis ft vinum), corpus 

mguinem Christi. 

1 I need scarcely remark, that exactly the same proof is fur 
nished by John of Damascus. Had he interpreted TUTTOC as 
Grodecnu is pleased to do, he never would have exclaimed f.n) 



Dedit in ccena discipulis FIGVKA.M sacrosanct! corporis et 
ll i. Bed. Comment, in Psalm, iii. 



DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. [BOOK II. 

us, therefore, say, that the officiating priest bears a 
SIMILITUDE to Christ, as the bread and wine bear a 
SIMILITUDE to the body and blood of Christ * After 
a certain mode, the sacrament of the body of Christ 
is Christ s body. For, unless sacraments had a cer 
tain SIMILITUDE of those things whereof they are sa 
craments, they would not be sacraments at all: but, 
from this very SIMILITUDE, they commonly receive 
the names of the things themselves 2 . 

(3.) Christ, says Walafrid Strabo about the 
year 860, in the supper, which, before his betrayal, 
he had celebrated with his disciples after the solemn 
isation of the ancient Passover, delivered to the same 
disciples the sacraments of his body and blood in the 
substance of bread and wine: and taught them, 
that they ought to pass, from things carnal to things 
spiritual, from things earthly to things heavenly, 
from IMAGES to truth 3 . 

1 Sacramenta enim debent habere siinilitudinem aliquam 
earum rerum, quarum sacramenta sunt. Quapropter SIMILIS 
sit sacerdos Christo, sicut panis et liquor SIMILIA sunt corpori 
et sanguini Christi. Amalar. de Eccles. Offic. in Praefat. 

3 Secundum quendam modum, sacramentum corporis Christi 
corpus Christi est. Si enim sacramenta quandam SIMILITUDI- 
NEM earum rerum, quarum sacramenta sunt, non haberent ; 
omnino sacramenta non essent : ex hac autem SIMILITUDINE 
plerumque jam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt. Amalar. de 
Eccles. Offic. lib. i. c. 24. 

3 Itaque Christus, in coena, quam, ante traditionem suam, 
ultimam cum discipulis habuit, post paschae veteris solennia, 
corporis et sanguinis sui sacramenta, in panis et vini substan- 
tia, eisdem discipulis tradidit : et, a carnalibus ad spirituals, 
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III. The Humanist, we have seen, contends, that 
the words of our Lord, in the institution of the 



a terrenis ad coclestia, ab IMAGINIBUS ad veritatem, docuit 
transetmdum. Walaf. Strab. de Reb. Eccles. c. xvi. 

I. The attentive reader will not fail to note Walafrid s deci 
sive expression, In -pants et vim SUBSTANTIA. 

For the three preceding citations from Bede and Amalni 
and Walafrid Strabo, I am indebted to Bishop Cosin. His 
Lordship also gives an extract from an epistle of the Emperor 
Charlemagne to Alcuin, in the year 778. Whatever may have- 
been the theological attainments of that great Prince, Jus lan- 
guage- may at least be viewed, as shewing the familiar doctrine 
which prevailed among the western divines of his days. 

Christus, coenando cum discipulis, panem fregit, et calicem 
pariter dedit eis, in FIGURAM corporis et sanguinis sui : nobis- 
que profuturum magnum exhibuit sacrament um. Car. Magn. 
Epist. ad Alcuin. de ration. Septuagint. 

II. On this same topic, the Work of Bertram of Corby, on 
the both/ and blood of Christ, is, as we shall presently find, 
most full and decisive. Flourishing about the middle of the 
ninth century, while the controversy respecting the allegation 
of Paschase Radbert was at its height, he expressly states and 
maintains : that, although the consecrated elements are indeed 
the body and blood of Christ, they are not so REALLY but only 

FIGURATIVELY. 

The Tridentine Fathers, with good reason, placed the Work 
of Bertram in their list of prohibited books. Nevertheless, 
the learned Professors of Douay seem to have thought tin- 
proposed remedy a somewhat strong measure : for they incline 
to maintain, that with due correction administered of course by 
a catholic hand, the Work of this stubborn witness of the ninth 
century may peradventure be tolerated. They hint, however, 
that it* notoriety alone procured it that favour. The contents 
of the book could not conveniently be- hushed up : therefore it 
best to Irt it loose upon the world in tin amended form. 
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Eucharist, ought to be understood literally or 
carnally : while the Anglican, with the members 



The whole passage exhibits so curious a specimen of the 
most approved Duacensic system of explaining and managing 
and correcting and garbling a troublesome old author, that I 
shall borrow it from the citation of Bishop Cosin. 

Liber ille Bertram!, quum jam saepe recusus sit et lectus a 
plurimis, ac per interdictum nomen omnibus innotuerit, EJIEN- 
DATUS tolerari queat. Fuit enim Bertramus catholicus Pres 
byter ac monachus Corbeiensis Coenobii, Carolo Calvo carus 
ac venejabilis. Et, quum in Catholicis veteribus aliis pluri- 
mos feramus errores, EXTENUEMUS, EXCUSEMUS, EXCOGITATO 

COMMENT. PERS^EPE NEGEMUS, ET COMMODUM SENSUM EIS AFFIN- 

GAMUS, dum opponuntur in disputationibus aut in conflictationi- 
bus cum adversariis : non videmus, cur non eandem cequitatem 
et diligentem recognitionem non mereatur Bertramus ; ne haere- 
tici ogganiant, nos Antiquitatem pro ipsis facientem exurere et 
prohibere : quia et illud metuimus, ne liber iste, non solum ab 
hceretic iS) verum immorigeris quoque Catholicis, ob interdictum 
avidius legatur, odlosius allegetur, et plus vetitus quam per- 
missus noceat. Ind. Expurg. Belg. p. 54. 

1 . The Bishop subjoins sundry specimens of their emenda 
tions or convenient explications. One of them I shall give. 

Bertram had unluckily written : So far as respects the SUB 
STANCE of the creatures, whatever they were BEFORE consecra 
tion, they are the same also AFTER consecration. 

A plain man would deem this sufficiently explicit : but 
Douay Doctors are not easily discouraged. They tell us, that 
Bertram s word Substance must be understood only of the ex 
ternal appearances or accidents of the bread and wine : though 
they unguardedly confess, that good honest Bertram had never, 
in the course of his whole life, heard of such a portent, as the 
existence of accidents without substance. 

Dr. Trevern, I remember, copying his predecessors in con 
venient explications, would have us believe, that, when Theo- 

5 
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of various other reformed Churches, maintains, 
that they ought to be understood figuratively or 



dorct, in the yet earlier fifth century, spake of substance, he 
uu-ant nothing more than accidents. This decisive passage 
from Theodoret will presently appear in its due place. 

2. Another specimen of popish management, which splen 
didly exemplifies the Duacensic Maxim, Excogitate connncnto 
persiepc ncgcmus, occurs in the remarkable case of Elfric s 
epistle to Wulfstane written about the close of the tenth cen 
tury. 

The original Saxon, happily preserved in the Library of 
Exeter Cathedral M. 3, contains the following passage, which 
strikingly exemplifies the theology of our ancestors previous 
to the Norman conquest. 

Nevertheless, this sacrifice is NOT the same body of his nhere- 

in he suffered for us, NOR the same blood of his n-hich he shed 

for us : but SPIRITUALLY it is made his body and blood ; as was 

that .manna which rained from heaven, and as was that natcr 

H liii h did Jlon out of the rock. 

But, in the latin translation of the epistle preserved in the 
Library of Worcester Cathedral, the above passage has been 
carefully erased, doubtless by the zealous hand of some tran- 
substantialising Romanist. That operation being performed, 
henceforth a latin disputant might stoutly deny the existence 
of any passage distinctly hostile to the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation throughout the whole epistle. Excogitato commento, 
genius. 

For my knowledge of this fact, I am indebted to Mr. Soames 
and Dr. Stewart. See Soames s Hist, of the Reform, vol. iii. 
p. 165, 166, and Stewart s Protestant Layman, p. 322 3 

Elfric had evidently studied Augustine: for the above pas 
sage, though heretical in the eyes of a Romanist, is built upon 
a rlnsi-ly parallel passage in August. Enarr. in Psalm xcviii. 
r. vol. viii. p. 397. It will presently be produced. See 
III. 6. 
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spiritually. I shall now, therefore, produce a series 
of passages, in which the ancient theologians, 
either directly pronounce that Christ s phraseo 
logy ought to be explained spiritually, or un 
equivocally assert that the bread and wine are 
not properly his body and blood, or expressly de 
termine that his substantial body and blood are 
not literally present in the Eucharist. 

1. Let us first hear Tertullian. 

If Christ declares, that The flesh prqfiteth no 
thing ; the sense must be decided from the matter 
of the sat/ing. For, because the Jews deemed his 
discourse hard and intolerable, as if he had truly 
determined that his Jlesli was to be eaten by them : 
in order that he might dispose the state of salvation, 
toward the spirit, he promised ; It is the spirit that 
quickeneth. And thus he subjoined : The flesh pro- 
flteth nothing ; namely, to quicken. There follows 
also what he would have us to understand by spirit : 
The words, which I have spoken unto you, are spirit 
and life Appointing, therefore, the word to be the 
drifter, because the word is spirit and life ; he 
called the same likewise his own flesh : for, since 
the Word was made flesh, it was thence to be sought 
for tlie purpose of life, and was to be devoured in 
the hearing, and was to be ruminated upon in the 
intellect, and was to be digested by faith. Hence 
he had shortly before pronounced his flesh to be also 
heavenly bread 1 . 

1 Si carnem ait nihil prodesse, ex materia dicti dirigendua 
cst sensus. Nam, quia durum et intolcrabilem existimaverunt 
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2. Let us next hear Cyril of Jerusalem, while 
instructing his Catechumens in the true import of 
our Lord s phraseology. 

(. hrist, once conversing with the Jews, said: E.i- 
(( /&gt;/ ye eat myjlesli and drink my blood, ye hare 
not life hi yourselves. They, not having tpurUwttty 
understood (lie things which were spoken, being 
scandalised, went back ; fancying, that lie exhorts 
them to flesh-eating In the new Covenant, heavenly 
bread and I lie cup of salvation sanctify the sonl and 
body. As bread corresponds to the body, thi(s also 
the word is fitting to the soul When David says 
to God; Thou hast prepared a table before me: 
what means he else, than the mystical and intellec 
tual table which (iod hath prepared before us? 
On this account also, Solomon, enigmatising this 
grace, says, in (he book of Ecclesiastes: Come, eat 
thy bread in cheerfulness, namely the spiritual bread ; 
and come (he calls with a saving and beatifying vo 
cation), drink thy wine in a good heart, namely the 

aionem ejus, quasi vere carnem suam illis edendam deter- 
minasset : ut in spiritum disponeret statum salutis, promisit ; 
ititx cst (jiti i- uijicat. Atque ita subjunxit : Caro nilril pro- 
il&lt; *t ; ad vivificandum, scilicet. Exequitur etiam, quid vi-Iit 
intc-llijri sj)iritmn : Verba, qu& locutus sum robix, t/firihu sunt, 
rita aunt Itaque sermonem constituens vivificatoreni, quia 
spiritus ct vita sermo, eundem etiam carnem suam dixit, 
qnia et sermo caro erat factus, proinde in causam vitae ap- 
prti iidus, ft devorandus auditu, et ruminandus intellectu, et 
1UU- digerendns. Nam et, paulo ante, carnem suam panem 
qnoque coelestem prommciarat. TtTtull. df rc-surr. cam 
\x\iii. Opi-r. p. i 
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spiritual wine Strengthen, then, thy heart, par- 
taking of this bread as spiritual: and make joyful 
the countenance of thy soul 1 . 

3. Let us next hear the great Athanasius. 

When our Lord conversed on the eating of his 
body, and when he thence beheld many scandalised, 
he forthwith added: Doth this offend you ? What 
if ye shall behold the Son of man ascending where 
he was before $ It is the spirit that quickeneth : 
the flesh projiteth nothing. The words, which I 
speak unto you, are spirit and life. Both these 
matters, the flesh and the spirit, he said respecting 
himself: and he distinguished the spirit from the 
flesh, in order that, believing both the visible and 
the invisible, they might understand his sayings to 
be not carnal but spiritual. For to how many per 
sons could his body have sufficed for food : so that 
it might become the aliment of the whole world ? 
But, that he might divert tlieir minds from carnal 
cogitations, and that they might learn the flesh 
which he would give them to be supercelestial and 
spiritual food: he, on this account, mentioned the 
ascent of the Son of man to heaven. The words, 
said he, which I speak unto you, are spirit and life. 

1 ITore Xpi0TO&gt; TOIQ lovaioi iaAeyo/zj oe, t\eyev Ecu p) 
&lt;f&gt;ayriT HQV TT)V aapKa Kal irlqri fiov TO aipa, OVK 
lauroTc. E/celvot, p.)} ciK TjK-oorfe Trvtvjuariicwe TWV 
crKav^aXtcrQei Tec, cnrijXdov etc TO. OTnVw, vo\il^,ovrtq on tiri 
([&gt;ayiav avrovg TrporpcVtrat Ev rrj xaivrj ciaOr]Ky, aproc ovpa- 
feat Trorjjplov ounjplov, \pvx v ka ff ^ &gt; l JLa ciyiaovra. " 



o aproc 0-w/J.an caraX\j;Xoc oi/rw /ecu 6 Xdyoc rfj 
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If he had intimated : My bod// shall be e.rJiibited 
and &lt;riren ax food for the world ; so ill at that food 
shall be trii en to each one spiritually, and shall to 
all be a pre*ef9*twe to the resurrection unto lij e 
eternal 1 . 



"Orav o livdpuTTOQ Xt yjJ O ^ llrolp.a.erag tvunriov 

\\o OT)p.aii ti T) rt)v ftVOTtf^V ecu ro/r//r rp&re(av t ijv a Qtog 
i//(7i ijrotfAaffev t^ravriag , Am rouro, vat 6 SoXo/nwr, ravnjv 
a n trrof.ietoc TI}&gt;&gt; \upiv, tv TUJ ExKXrjffiaff-r) Xe yet Aet/po, &lt;/tiy 
iv ivfypoavri] TOY iiorov trov, rov irvtvp-dTtKov uproV Atupo (KaXfl. 
r/r &lt;rwr7/pioj KOI paKapioTToiov K\V(TI ), KUL TTIE TOV oivov aov iv 
Knuciy. ayaOfj, Toy WSVfUlTUC&y olvov ri)piov ri]v 
p.tTci\(tfipar&lt;i&gt;v avrov we irvvp.a.TiKOv KOI iXapvvov TV rf/c 
aov Trpowirov. Cyril. Hieros. Catcch. Mystag. iv. p. 236, 
237, 238. 

( )-?;r/\-a Trtpl TIJQ TOV owjitaroc /Spwerewc &lt;a\tyo^ vor, vat 
r iu roi/ro VO\\OVQ ewpaicwc rout; crtai Ca/Xto OfVrac, fyrifflv o Kupiog 
Tovro vpa. ffi:ayC(i\t^i\ Eav ovv 0a)p?)&lt;T7;r rov utov TOV cii Opw- 
irou avafiaivovTa. _OTTOV j/f TO VfjOTtpov ; To iri ivfjia. IOTI TO 

* &gt;/ &lt;rap^ di&lt;pe\f.~i ovciv. Ta p/yuara, ci tyw 
TTveu/ia tori (cat ^w/;. Kat errav^a yap ci 
avrou tiprjKf, ffapKO. Kal Trveu/ita* Kat rc&gt; Tn tvp.a Trpoc ro 
fftipva tt(jT(Xv, "tva pi) m n ov TO c^aivd^ueror, a\Xa Kal TO uopa- 
TOV avrov, TritjTf.vaa.vric, }ji(\Q(&gt;}aiv on cat, a Xt yt, OVK tWt aap- 
KiKfi t ciXXa Trt fvf^a-tKu. Ilocroic; yap f/pca ro trw/ia Trpoc fipwatv, 
Ira, /an TOV K&9UOV TravTOQ TOVTO rpoc/) yivrfTai ; AXXa, rtu 
roCro, r&gt;Jc C oupa^ouc avafiufftws /j.vr)fjLovV(T TOV vlov TOV 
&lt;w:rov, 7&gt;-a rfjc &lt;n&gt;&gt;iJ.a.Tt.Ki iq{.vvoia avTOvg a.fyf\KV(rri, Kal XotTrov 
r}- EipT)/j.n&gt;r)v (Tc tpca /?pwo &gt; ii ai biQev owpavtov vat 7rvV/iartk-))i 
rpoc/o/v Trap auroii ?ico/i 7jv p.ad(ti(ny. "A yap XfXciX^va, &lt;f&gt;r)fflv, 
lfj.~iy, Trvfvpd loTi cat C w )- T I&lt;rov ry EiVftj/ To ^ 
wii i H I lfuroy virtp TOV KocrfJiov CoQt iaiTat rpo^i), &lt;I 
ey tva&lt;rr^&gt; TCIVTIIV firm i&lt;o&lt;T0at, cat yi ff0ai Trctfft &lt;pv\ai.Ti iptoi 
. innrdmr , wj/c Jw) /ou. A than, in illiul Evan. Qoicanqae 
n t vcrhuni contra iiliniu honiinis. Oper. vol. i. p. 771, 772. 
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4. We may next hear the ancient author of the 
Treatise on the Lord s Supper among the Works 
of Cyprian. 

At the doctrine of this mystery the auditors were 
astonished, when the Lord said: Except ye shall 
eat the Jlesh of the Son of man and shall drink his 
blood, ye shall not have life in you. Because some 
believed not this, nor were able to understand if, 
they went back : for they thought it a horrible and 
nefarious thing to eat human Jlesh ; fancying, that 
they were taught to eat his Jlesh boiled or roasted 
or cut asunder, when yet his personal Jlesh, if divid 
ed into portions, would not be sufficient for the whole 
human race But, in thoughts of this description, 
flesh and blood profit nothing : for, as the Master 
himself taught us, the words are spirit and life ; 
nor, unless faith be added, can the carnal sense pe 
netrate to the understanding of so great a profun 
dity The divine essence ineffably pours itself into 
the visible sacrament, that devotion in respect to the 
sacraments might be a point of religion, and that a 
more sincere access, even so far as to the participa 
tion of the spirit, might lie open to that reality of 
which the body and blood are sacraments: not in 
deed that this union can extend to any participation 
of the actual substance of Christ, but certainly to a 
most germane association l . 

1 Ad doctrinam mysterii hujus obstupuerant auditores, cum 
diceret Dominus : Nisi manducaveritis carncm JH n Jiominis, et 
bibcritis ejus sangwnem ; non habcbitis rilain in robis. Quod 
quidam quia non credebant, nee poterant intelligere, abierunt 
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5. Let us next hear Facundus an African Pre 
late, who, about the middle of the sixth century, 
wrote to defend Theodore of Mopsuesta for hav 
ing asserted ; that even Christ himself received 
the adoption of sons, inasmuch as he condescend 
ed to receive the initiatory sacrament of adoption, 
both when he was circumcised and when he was 
baptised. 

The sacrament of adoption may be called adop 
tion : just as the sacrament of tlie body and blood 
of Christ, wliich is in the consecrated bread and 
wine, rce are wont to call his bod// and blood. Not, 
indeed, tJtat the bread is properly his body, or that 
the wine i,s properly his blood : but we so denominate 
them, because they contain the mystery of his body 
and blood within themselves. Hence it was, that 
our Lord called the consecrated bread and wine, 



retro : quia horrendum eis et nefarium viclebatur vesci carne 

liumana ; existimantes, hoc eo motlo dici, ut carnem ejus vel 

&lt; lixam vel assam sectamque membratim edere docerentur, 

cum illius personae caro si in frusta partiretur, non omni hu- 

inanogeneri posset sufficere Sed, in cogitationibus hujusmodi, 

caro et sanguis non prodest quidquam : quia, sicut ipse Ma- 

r exposuit, verba hcec spiritus ct vita sunt : nee carnalis 

us ad intellectum tantae profunditatis penetrat, nisi fides 

ilat Sacramento visibili incfFabiliter divina se infudit 

ntia, ut esset religion! cirea sacramenta devotio ; et ad 

veritatem, cujus corpus et sanguis sacramenta sunt, sincerior 

pateret accessus, usque ad partic-iputionem spiritus : non quod 

usque ad eonsubstantialitatem Christi, sed usque ad societatem 

germani.ss.imam ejus, baec uuitas pervenisset. Tractat. de 

. Domin. ad calc. Oper. Cyprian, vol. ii. p. 40. 

A a 
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which he delivered to his disciples, his own body 
and blood l . 

6. Finally, let us hear the distinct and positive 
avowal of Augustine, in professed opposition to 
the gross fancy of those Jews who imagined that 
our Saviour offered to give his own literal flesh 
and blood as a necessary aliment for his disciples. 

Christ instructed them, and said unto them : It 
is the spirit that quickeneth ; thejlesh projiteth no 
thing. The words, which I speak unto you, are 
spirit and life. As if he had said: Understand 
SPIRITUALLY what I have spoken. You are NOT 
about to eat this identical body, which you see ; and 
you are NOT about to drink this identical blood, 
which they who crucify me will pour out. I have 
commended unto you a certain sacrament: which, if 
SPIRITUALLY understood, zvill vivify you. Though 
it must be celebrated visibly, it must be understood 
invisibly 2 . 

1 Potest sacramentum adoptionis adoptio nuncupari : sicut 
sacramentum corporis et sanguinis ejus, quod est in pane et po- 
culo consecrate, corpus ejus et sanguinem dicimus ; non quod 
proprie corpus ejus sit panis, et poculum sanguis ; sed quod in 
se mysterium corporis sanguinisque contineant. Hinc et ipse 
Dominus benedictum panem et calicem, quern discipulis tradi- 
dit, corpus et sanguinem suum vocavit. Facund. Defens. Con- 
cil. Chalced. lib. ix. c. 5. Oper. p. 144. 

3 Ille autem instruxit eos, et ait illis : Spiritus est, qui vivifi- 
cat : caro autem nihil prodest. Verba, qute locutus sum vobis, 
spiritus est et vita. Spiritaliter intelligite, quod locutus sum. 
Non hoc corpus, quod videtis, mandicaturi estis : et bibitur 
ilium sanguinem, quern fusuri sunt qui me crucifigent. Sacra- 
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IV. Iii criticism and in controversy there is 
this great utility, that it is morally impossible to 
misapprehend the sentiments of the critic or the 
controvertist. We may deem the criticism itself 
erroneous, or we may pronounce the argument 
rfxc/f inconclusive : hut the opinions of their re 
spective authors we cannot mistake. The very 
drift of the criticism or of the argument invinci 
bly establishes the FACT, that such and such were 
the sentiments of the critic or of the controvertist. 

The evidence, which I shall now bring forward, 
is of this precise description. We find the early 
theologians, not only (as we have already seen) 
denying in express terms the doctrine of Tran- 
snbstantiation, but denying it also through the 
medium of criticism and controversy. Their re 
jection, therefore, of the doctrine unavoidably 
and irrefragably follows : and, since they always 
obviously and sometimes even avowedly reject it 
on behalf of the Catholic Church ; the Catholic 
Church of the several ages, in which they respec 
tively flourished, must clearly have also rejected 
the doctrine in question. 

1. During the times of the Alexandrian Cle 
ment, or in the course of the second century, 
certain sectaries, who bore the name of Encra- 
t, contended, that the use of wine was unlaw- 



montum aliquod vobis commendavi : spiritaliter intellectum 
viviticahit vos. F.tsi necesse est ilhul visibilitor celebrari, 
oportet tamen invisibiliter intelligi. August. Enarr. in Psalm. 
:i. Oper. vol. viii. p. 397. 

\ a 2 
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ful. Among other arguments, Clement employs 
against them one deduced from the sacrament of 
the Lord s Supper. 

Christ himself, he reasons, consecrated true and 
proper wine in the institution of the Eucharist. 
This ,wine, thus consecrated, he himself com 
manded his disciples to drink. Therefore, on the 
invincible authority of our Saviour Christ, the use 
of wine cannot but be lawful. 

Know zvell, says he in the winding up of his 
argument, that the Lord himself also partook of 
ii hie : for he himself also was a man. And he 
blessed the wine, saying : Take, drink ; this is my 
blood, the blood of the vine. The holy stream of 
exhilaration allegorical/// represents the Word, who 
poured himself out, on behalf of many, for the re 
mission of sins l . 

Thus runs the argument of Clement against the 
Encratites : perfectly conclusive, if the doctrine 
of Transubstantiation be rejected ; perfectly in 
conclusive, if the doctrine of Transubstantiation 
be received. According to the speculation of the 
Transubstantialists, the substance of the wine is 
literally changed into the substance of human 
blood through virtue of the prayer of consecra 
tion. Now, had Clement and the Catholics of 



1 Ev yap tore, fiertXafitv oivov cat UVTUQ xal yap a 
Kal O.VTOQ. Kai f.v\oyr)aiv TE TOV olvov, EITTWV Ad/Bert, 
TOVTO p.ov i(TTi TO alfj.a, at/ia rfJQ d/zTre Aou. Tov Aoyoy, TOV 
TroXXwy i^t( t/jifoi e afyeffiv afiaprtwv, tvfypoavvriQ dyiov a 
yopel j/a^a. Clem. Alex. Paedag. lib. ii. c. 2. Oper. p. 158 
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his age held any such opinion, he never, mil 
lu- were an absolute idiot, could have reasoned as 
he has done : for, though our Lord s command to 
drink wine in the Eucharist is full proof of the 
lawfulness of drinking rcine ; his command to drink 
blood in the Eucharist were assuredly no proof 
whatever, that the use of wine is lawful. The very 
reasoning, therefore, of Clement irresistibly proves, 
that he never could have held the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation : and, accordingly, he tells us, 
not that the holy or consecrated wine zcas changed 
into the substance of Christ s blood, but that the 
holy or consecrated wine attegoricatty represents 
or figuratively signifies it. 

2. We have recently seen Augustine, on behalf 
of the Church at the close of the fourth century 
and the beginning of the fifth, expressly declar 
ing, that, in the sacrament of the Eucharist, we 
do NOT eat and drink the literal body and blood 
of Christ, but that the words of the Lord are to 
be understood spiritually l . Let us now attend to 
his perfectly correspondent criticism on the tropi 
cal language of Scripture. 

In the interpretation of figurative passages, let 
tfa following canon be observed 

If tlie passage be preceptive, either forbidding 
some jlagitions deed and some heinous crime, or com 
manding something useful and beneficent : then such 

1 See above, book ii. cluip. \. ; ; III. G. 
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passage is NOT FIGURATIVE. But, if the passage 
seems, either to command some flagitious deed 
and some heinous crime, or to forbid something 
useful and beneficent: then such passage is FIGU 
RATIVE. 

Thus, for example, Christ says : Unless ye shall 
eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood ; 
ye shall have no life in you. Now, in these words, 
he seems to command a heinous crime or a flagitious 
deed. THEREFORE THE PASSAGE is A FIGURE, en 
joining us to communicate in the passion of our 
Lord, and admonishing us to lay it up sweetly and 
usefully in our memory : because, for us, his flesh 
was crucified and wounded. 

On the other hand, Scripture says : If thy enemy 
shall hunger, give him food ; if he shall thirst, give 
him drink. Here, without all doubt, an act of be 
neficence is enjoined. But, as for the passage which 
immediately follows ; This doing, thou shalt heap 
coals of fire upon his head: one might imagine, so 
far as the bare words are concerned, that an action 
of heinous malevolence was commanded. Under such 
circumstances, therefore, doubt not, that THE PASSAGE 
WAS SPOKEN FIGURATIVELY. For, sitice it is verbally 
capable of a double interpretation, after one mode 
to inflict an injury, after another mode to confer a 
benefit : charity requires, that, by coals of fire, you 
should understand the burning groans of penitence, 
through which is healed the pride of that person, 
who grieves that he has been an enemy of the man 
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that returns linn good for evil by asxhl ing him in 
///.v (Jisfi ess l . 

Augustine, we may observe, first lays down a 
canon of hermeneutic criticism, and then illus 
trates it with appropriate examples. Now one of 
these examples is the command of Christ to eat 
his flesh and to drink his blood : and another of 
them, professedly adduced as homogeneous, is our 
Lord s expression relative to the heaping coals 
of fire upon the head of an enemy. Hence, from 
the very drift and necessity of his criticism, it is, 



1 Servabitur ergo, in locutionibus figuratis, regula hujus- 
modi 

Si prseceptiva locutio est, ant fiagitium aut facinus vetans, 
aut utilitatem aut beneficentiam jubens ; NON EST FIGURATA. 
Si autem fiagitium aut facinus videtur jubere, aut utilitatem 
aut beneficentiam vetare ; FIGURATA EST. 

Xisi manducaveritix, inquit, carnem JUn hominis et sangui- 
ncm biberitis, non habebitis vitam in vobis. Facinus vel flagi- 
tium videtur jubere. FIGURA EST ERGO, praecipiens passioni 
Domini esse comimmicandum, et suaviter atque utiliter recon- 
dendum in memoria : quia pro nobis caro ejus crucifixa et vul- 
nerata sit. 

Ait Scriptura : Si esuricrit inimicus tuns, ciba ilium : si sitit, 
potum da llli. Hie, nullo dubitante, beneficentiam praecipit. 
Sed quod sequitur ; Hoc enim faciens carbones ignis congeres 
\i/l&gt;f&gt;- client ejus : malevolentiae facinus putes juberi. Ne igitur 
dubitavt ris FIGI RATE DICTUM : et, cum possit tlupliciter inter- 
prctari, uno modo ad nocemlum, altero ad pra\standum benefi- 
cimu ; te potius charitas revocct, tit intelligas carbones ignis 
esse urentes pcunitentiae gemitus, quibus superbia sanatur ejus, 
i|&gt;ii ilolet so inimicum fuisst- hominis a quo ejus miseria? subv.-- 
imur. Au^u&gt;t. de Doetrin. Christian, lib. iii. c. 1^, 1G. 
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I think, quite impossible to misapprehend the 
sentiments of Augustine relative to the nature of 
the Eucharist. 

3. In the fifth century, the Eutychians main 
tained, that the body of Christ, after his final as 
cension to heaven, was substantially changed or 
absorbed into the divine essence ; the substance 
and nature of the body being converted into the 
substance and nature of the Deity l . 

1 To this speculation of the Eutychians, the author of the 
Athanasian Creed alludes in the following clauses. 

One Christ : one, not by conversion of the Godhead intojlesh, 
but by taking of the manhood into God ; one altogether, NOT BY 
CONFUSION OF suBTANCE, but by unity of person. 

The four first Ecumenical Councils were respectively sum 
moned against four principal heresies : the Council of Nice, 
against Arianism ; the Council of Constantinople, against Apol- 
linarianism ; the Council of Ephesus, against Nestorianism ; 
and the Council of Chalcedon, against Eutychianism. Hence 
the decisions of these four great orthodox Councils were briefly 
said to be comprehended in four greek words. In their judg 
ment, according to the sense of the Catholic Church handed 
down from the beginning, Christ is God and man, aXnOwQ, 
, a&cupt rwe, acrvyyvTWQ. The last of these words, 
s, without confusion of substance, refers to the Euty- 
chian heresy, condemned by the Council of Chalcedon. 

Perhaps, for the information of some readers, and for the 
vindicatory explanation of a most valuable Creed very little 
understood and therefore by the ignorant very strenuously 
reviled, it may not be useless to remark, that the Athanasian 
Symbol was drawn up for the purpose of meeting the verbal 
subtleties and the refined distinctions resorted to by the wrang 
ling advocates of the four principal condemned heresies of 
Arianism, Apollinarianism, Nestorianism, and Eutychianism. 
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This singular notion they attempted to defend 
or to illustrate by citing against the Catholics, as 
a sort of argumentnm ad homincm, their own 
familiar language respecting the Eucharist. After 
consecration, the elements of bread and wine 
were, by the Catholics, always denominated the 
body and blood of Christ. Their phraseology, in 
deed, as every Catechumen of the higher class 
well knew, was simply metomjmical : but it suited 
the Eutychians, particularly as they might easily 
adduce specimens of very inflated and exaggerated 
and affectedly mysterious language, to understand 
and interpret it literally. Accordingly, on this 
perversion, they built their illustrative argument. 

As the bread and rcine, they alleged, are, after 
contecratum, tfomnuAed into the body and blood of 
C/irif&gt;f : so, they contended, was the body of Christ, 
after its assumption into heaven, transmuted or ab 
sorbed into the dicine substance. 

Thus, according to their statement, stood the 
argument : and the mode, in which it is answered 
by Theodoret on behalf of the orthodox Church 
of the fifth century, is, not by an admission of the 
premises coupled icith a denial of the conclusion (the 
manner, in which a Transubstantialist must in 
evitably, on his principles, have been constrained 
to answer it), but by a denial of the conclusion, 
the medium of an e.iplicit denial of (lie pre- 



Tla- peculiarities of those heresies compelled the correspondent 
peculiarities of the Creed. 
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mlses. The Eutychians, in short, alleged, that the 
Catholics held the doctrine which has subsequently 
been denominated Transubstantiation : Theodoret, 
on the part of the Catholics, flatly contradicted the 
allegation. 

Nothing can be more clear and satisfactory, 
than the method in which Theodoret has managed 
the controversy. He throws the discussion into 
the form of a dialogue. The speakers are Eranistes 
and Orthodoxus. Eranistes is the representative 
of the Eutychians : Orthodoxus, as his name im 
ports, is the representative of the sound Catholics 
of the fifth centuiy. By a series of questions, al 
lusive to the ancient Christian Mysteries one of 
which was the doctrine of the Eucharist, Eranistes 
dexterously works up Orthodoxus to the verbally 
precise point which he wished : and then pounces 
upon him with an argumentum ad hominem, con 
structed indeed upon his own words, but con 
structed upon those words taken in the sense 
wherein Eranistes found it convenient for his pur 
pose to take them. Orthodoxus, however, is not 
thus to be entrapped. He flatly denies, on the 
part of the Church Catholic, the occurrence of 
any sacramental tr an substantiation in the conse 
crated elements : and assures his disingenuous 
antagonist, that his words, as understood by the 
orthodox, convey no such extraordinary and tin- 
heard of meaning. Thus, forthwith, he effectually 
stultifies the inductive argument of Eranistes : but 
then, in the very act of stultifying it, he denies, as 
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palpably unorthodox, tlie dishonestly alleged doc 
trine of Transubstantiation. 

KUAN. What call you the offered gift, previous 
to the sacerdotal invocation ? 

ORTHOD. / must not speak distinctly : for some 
of the uninitiated may be present. 

ERAN. Let your answer, then, be enigmatical. 

ORTHOD. Food prepared from such and such 



grains. 



KHAN. But liow do yon call the other symbol? 

ORTHOD. This also is a common name, denoting 
a kind of drink. 

ERAN. But, after consecration, how do you call 
these things ? 

ORTHOD. The body of Christ and the blood of 
Christ. 

ERAN. And do you believe, that you partake of 
Christ s body and blood? 

ORTHOD. So I believe. 

ERAN. As, then, the symbols of the Lord s body 
and blood are one tiling BEFORE the sacerdotal invo 
cation ; but, AFTER the invocation, are transmuted 
and become another tiling: so the Lords body, 
\i II;R itx assumption, is transmuted into the divine 

M nsTANCE. 

ORTHOD. You arc caught in your own net. For 
tlie mystic symbols, AFTER consecration, PASS NOT 

o( T OF THEIR OWN NA1TRE. For THEY RF.MAIN IN 

THEIR FORMER SUBSTANCF. and sluipe and appear 
ance : and they are seen and touched, such as they 

5 
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were before. But they are understood to be what 
they were : and they are believed and venerated, as 
being those things which they are believed. Com 
pare, therefore, the IMAGE with the ARCHETYPE ; and 
you will perceive their resemblance : for the TYPE 
must needs be similar to the TRUTH J . 

The bread and wine, after consecration, says 



1 EPAN. Tt fcaXfTe TO TrpcKT^fpo/xEvov wpov, Trpo TIJQ lepart- 

Q 7riicX//ffW ; 

OP0OA. Ov xpi) aafywc clirf.1v eiKOf yap nvac dyum/rov*; vra- 



EPAN. A.\viyjjLa.7(acwQ rj aTro/cptcrte 

OP0OA. T)v tic roiwv^e erTrep^iarw 

EPAN. To C trepov &lt;7vyu/3oAov TTWC oi 

OP0OA. Kotvov KOI TOVTO bvopa, 7r6fJ.a~og ticor; 

EPAN. Mera ^E ye rov aytair^uo) , TTWQ ravra 

OPQOA. 2&lt;Djua Xpiorou /cat alyna XpioroiJ. 

EPAN. Kat 
icat alfjiaros ; 

OP6OA. Owra&gt; 

EPAN. "ilffTrep ro ivvv TO. &lt;ri//i/3o\a rou SeairoriKov &lt;Tw//aroe re 
/cat afyiarog, aAAa ^itV tidt Trpo ri/C &lt;joartv&gt;7c eT 
e ye r/)* 7 eT^Xlfoiy yutra/JaXXerai tat erepa ytverai" ourw ro 
TTOTIKOV ffaifia, fjiETO. rftv a.ra\rj^tr, tg r^ ovaicLv pertflXi idrj rf]v 
deiav, 

OP0OA. EaXwg ale v^rjvec apcutriv. Ov? yap&gt; /^ra TOV 
ayia(rp.ui&gt;, TO. fmoruch avpfioXa rfJQ oiKeiag t^tararat ^u 
MeVci yap ETTI TIJQ Trportpac ovaiag /cat rov 
cat opara tort *cai aTrrd, ola k - ai 7rpo-pov i)v votlrcu e tnrep 
iyivTO /cat Ktffrcvercu, /cat 7rpo&lt;T&gt;:uvtrai, a&gt;e Icttva ovra aTrep 
TrtoTEuerai. IIapa0c roivvv ry ap^ervTru) TYIV &lt;/cova } /cat o^/et 
TJ/J upowryra. Xp&gt;) yap eotK fVai rjj dXrj0i a rov TVTTOV. Theodor. 
Dial. ii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 84, 85. 
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tin 1 personified Orthodoxy of the fifth century, 
remain in their former SUBSTANCE and shape and 
appearance. 

Therefore, if they remain in their former SUB- 
vi \NCE, they clearly experience no TRANSUBSTANTI- 

\TION l . 

1 For the purpose of evading this direct testimony of Theo- 
doret, the Bishop of Strasbourg, carefully however withholding 
the original Greek from the profane gaze of the uninitiated, 
has thought fit to render the important clause, Me yet yap iirl 
rJ/ . Trpore pae oiicriac Kat TOV tryjifiaTOQ KU.I TOV e icoug, in the 
following very extraordinary manner : They remain in (he 
shape and form of the former substance. Answ. to Diffic. of 
Roman, p. 270. 

I. By such a version, Dr. Trevern doubtless makes Theodoret 
speak like a good Papist, who contends that the substance of 
///&lt;- clement* is changed while their accidents remain unaffected: 
but then, even to say nothing of his forcing Orthodoxus to 
commit the palpable absurdity of offering a perfectly incon 
gruous reply to Eranistes, he perverts the original Greek in a 
manner disgraceful to any person who claims to be even a 
moderate scholar. Had Theodoret meant to have said what 
the Bishop of Strasbourg has been pleased to put into his 
mouth, he would have written, not Me vet yap iirl rijs Trpore pae 
UI TOV ayji^aroc tcai rov t u OVQ, but MeVct yap eVt row 

(, rporlpac oWfaj tjf^futrof Kal ecoi&gt;e. Even a decent 
schoolboy would teach him, that the Greek of Theodoret is 
I-TTKRLY INCAPABLE of the strange version which he has given 
of it. 

Not content, however, with thus indecently falsifying his 

author, Dr. Trevern, apparently not considering how incon- 

Mstent one part of his gloss is with the other, and probably 

ing that his gross mistranslation would not be suffered 

to pass without merited castigation, attempts to escape through 

a different loop-hole. 
Though the whole dispute hetueeli the Catholics and tin- 
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(1.) It may be useful to remark, that Theodoret 
in the East was not the only writer against the 



Arians ran upon the word oi/o-t a in the undoubted sense of sub 
stance, though the vain subtleties of the schoolmen had never 
been heard of in the days of Theodoret, and though Theodoret 
himself in the immediately preceding antithetical speech of 
Eranistes had actually employed the very word ovaia in the 
sense of substance : yet Dr. Trevern has the hardihood to as 
sure us, that the self-same word ovala, in the respondent speech 
of Orthodoxus, denotes, not substance, but those physical qua 
lities which the schoolmen call accidents. Answer to Diff. of 
Rom. p. 273, 274. 

If, then, we put together Dr. Trevern s gloss upon the word 
ovaia and his projected translation of the leading greek clause; 
we shall find him exhibiting Theodoret, with stupendous in 
congruity, as declaring, of the consecrated elements : that 
They remain in the shape and form of the former accidents ; in 
other words, that They remain in the accidents of the former 
accidents ; or, in unscholastic English, that They remain in the 
2 hysical qualities of tlie former physical qualities ! 

II. The intelligent reader will scarcely believe, that Dr. Tre 
vern s ally and translator, Mr. Husenbeth, has absolutely, in 
splendid defiance of Greek Syntax, persisted to the last, though 
the well nigh incredible blunder has been duly pointed out to 
him, in maintaining the propriety and admissibility of his gal- 
lican principal s translation. 

According to Mr. Husenbeth, the strictly legitimate version 
of MtVet yap iirl rf/e -n-porepag ovffiac cat rov (T\r]paro cat TOV 
HSovG, is, They remain in the shape and form of the former 
substance: and every charitable attempt, of a plain well-mean 
ing Hellenist like myself, to set him right, is declared by him 
to be nothing more than so much interminable verbal criticism ! 

To argue with such an individual is useless : I must even 
turn him over to the schoolmaster. 

III. I regret, that Mr. Berington, who evidently has not sin 
ned through ignorance, should have disgraced himself by a 
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Kutvo hians during the lapse of the fifth century : 
their dishonest argument from the eucharistic 
phraseology of the ancient Catholics, which they 
\\itli wilful perverseness chose to interpret pre- 
cix ly as the modern Romanists would still have 
us interpret it, received the self-same answer also 
from Pope Gelasius in the West. 

Certainly, the sacraments of the body and blood 
of the Lord, which we receive, are a divine thing : 
because, by these, we are made partakers of the 
dirine nature. Nevertheless, THE SUBSTANCE OR 

NATURE OF THE BREAD AND WINE CEASES NOT TO 

EXIST : and, assuredly, the IMAGE and SIMILITUDE of 
the body and blood of Christ are celebrated in the 
action of the mysteries . 

simulated parenthetic emendation, which ought never to have 
dropped from the pen of an honest scholar. 

His version of the passage, with the mock parenthetic emen 
dation, runs as follows. 

They remain In the former substance, figure, and appearance 
(or rather, in the shape and form of the former substance), to 
be seen and to be felt as before. Faith of Cathol. p. 240. 

By an intellectual process which surpasses my comprehen 
sion, Mr. Berington actually adduces the entire passage as 
favourable to the doctrine of Transubstantiation. This ac 
counts for his emendation of a right version into a wrong one. 

1 Certe sacramenta qua; sumimus corporis et sanguinis Do 
mini divina res est, propter quod et per eadem divinaj effici- 
mur consortes naturae. Et tamen esse non desinit substantia 
vel natura panis et vini : et certe imago et similitude corporis 
et sanguinis Christi in actione mysteriorum celebrantur. Ge- 
las. de duab. Christ, natur. cont. Nestor, ct Eutych. in Bibli- 
oth. Patr. vol. iv. p. ! 

Baronius, shocked, I suppose, that a Pope should lit reti- 
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(2.) I may add, that, when, notwithstanding the 
repeated assurance of their perversely misinter 
preting the conventional phraseology of the Ca 
tholics, the Eutycbians, even in the sixth century, 
still pertinaciously continued to employ it, by 
way of demonstrating, or at least of illustrating, 
the alleged transmutation of the substance of 
Christ s body into the substance of the Godhead : 
they once more received the same answer from 
Ephrem of Antioch. 

The body of Christ, which is taken by the faith 
ful, NEITHER DEPARTS FROM ITS SENSIBLE SUBSTANCE, 

on the one hand: nor remains separated from in 
tellectual grace, on the other hand. And spiritual 
baptism likewise, being whole and single, both re 
tains the propriety of its sensible substance, I mean 
the water: and loses not that, which it hath be 
come J . 

cally deny the doctrine of Transubstantiation, wishes to give 
the Treatise on the two natures of Christ to Gelasius of Cyzi- 
cus : but that honest and acute Romanist Dupin sufficiently 
establishes the right of proprietorship in favour of Gelasius the 
Pope. To my argument it is of the least possible conse 
quence, whether the Cyzicene or the Latin were the true 
author : in either case, we shall have a Father of the fifth 
century writing, on behalf of the Catholic Church, against the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

1 To Traoa TMV TriffTwv XauftttvouEvov awpa XpioroD, teat r&gt;;e 
alaQj)TJJQ ovtrias OVK t& orarai, Kal TtJQ rorjrije acta.ipf.TOf fiivei 
vapirog. Kat TO jjinrTiarua ce 7n&gt;vp.ari.Koi&gt;, oXov ytvoptvov Kill 
, Kal TO "iCiov Trjg aladrjTiJQ overlay, TOV v^aTOQ Xeyw, 
Kal o yiyovt-v OVK a7ra\o-er. Ephreem. Theopolitan. 
apud Phot. Bibl. cod. ccxxix. p. 794. Rothomag. 1653. 



tv 
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This answer of Ephrem, clear and distinct as it 
is even exclusively upon the principle of contro 
versial respondency which forms the basis of the 
present part of our discussion, acquires yet an 
additional force and precision, from the circum 
stance of his bringing, on the evident ground of 
acknowledged analogical homogeneity, the two 
holy sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist 
into immediate comparative juxtaposition. The 
symbols of bread and wine, he argues, are no 
more physically or substantially changed into the 
body and blood of Christ, than the symbol of 
water is physically or substantially changed into 
the inward moral grace of Baptism. In neither 
case, do the material elements depart from their 
own sensible substance or nature. They are se 
verally united, indeed, by virtue of consecration, 
to a spiritual grace : but the spiritual grace is 
ntperadded to the material symbols. As for the 
symbols themselves, whether eucharistic or bap 
tismal, they experience no physical change. The 
bread and wine, in the one sacrament, still re 
main bread and wine : just as the water, in the 
other sacrament, still remains water. 

4. About the year 818, Paschase Radbert of 
Corby, either actually asserted, or was t/wughf to 
have asserted, the doctrine of Christ s substantial 
presence in the sacrament of the holy Supper. 
From various expressions in his Work on the 
Eucharist, it has been doubted by Bishop Cosin, 

B b 



.370 DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. [BOOK II. 

whether he were truly either a Transubstantialist 
or a Consubstantialist ; and it must be owned, 
that, throughout the entire Book, his ever varying 
language is not a little inconsistent l : but, be this 
as it may, he and his followers were at least be 
lieved to have advanced some modification of the 
tenet of a substantial presence ; and the not un 
reasonable ground of that belief was his crude 
statement, that THE BODY OF CHRIST IN THE EU 
CHARIST IS THE SAME BODY AS THAT, WHICH WAS 
BORN OF THE VIRGIN, WHICH SUFFERED UPON THE 
CROSS, AND WHICH WAS RAISED FROM THE GRAVE 2 . 

1 Cosin. Histor. Transubstan. Papal, c. v. 29. p. 86 89. 

1 Quia voluit, licet figura panis et vini haec sic est, omnino 
nihil aliud, quam caro Christi et sanguis, post consecrationem 
credenda sunt. Unde ipsa Veritas ad discipulos : Htec, in- 
quit, caro mea eat pro mundi vita. Et, ut mirabilius loquar, 

NON ALIA PLANE, QUAM Q.VJE NATA EST DE MARIA, ET PASSA IN 

CRUCE, ET RESURREXIT DE SEPULCHRO. Haee, inquam, ipsa est, 
et ideo Christi caro est, quae pro mundi vita offertur : et, cum 
digne percipitur, vita utique aeterna in nobis reparatur. Pas- 
chas. Radbert. de Sacram. Eucharist, c. hi. p. 19. Colon. 1551. 
For reasons best known to himself, the romish editor of this 
Work at Cologne has thought fit to print it as the production 
of Rabanus Maurus Archbishop of Mentz. Doubtless it were 
important to enlist such a man in the cause of Transubstan- 
tiation ; and doubtless a Work of that eminent Prelate, in fa 
vour of the doctrine, might well, as a seasonable corrective, be 
annexed to the opposing Work of Bertram, which could not be 
altogether suppressed, and which accordingly is printed in the 
same volume with the Work so liberally bestowed upon Raban : 
but, in truth, the Archbishop of Mentz not only held opinions 
directly contrary to those propounded in the Work which the 
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This persuasion immediately called up a strenu 
ous opposition to a doctrine, which had lately in- 
deed been recognised in the East, but which had 
hitherto been unknown in the West. 

(1.) Among the foremost of its opponents, we 
find, about the year 825, Rabanus Maurus Arch 
bishop of Mentz. In his Epistle to Heribald, he 
specially notices the offensive statement of Pas- 
chase, proves it to be an unscriptural error, and 

romish editor has made to bear his name, but even wrote spe 
cifically and professedly against the identical passage which 
has been cited abov&lt; . 

In the blank leaf of the copy of the Work de Sacramento 
Ewckarutiae, which belongs to Bishop Cosin s Library at Dur 
ham, is the following note, most probably in the hand-writing 
of that learned theologian himself. 

Non est hie liber a Rabano scriptus, sed a Paschasio Rad- 
berto Monacho Corbiensi, contra quern Rabanus satis aperte 
ar&lt;_nnnentatus est. Est igitur ementitum nomen Rabani. Vide 
Usserium de Success, et Statu Eccles. cap. ii. n. 17. p. 39. 

I subjoin the spurious title, which the romish editor at Co 
logne has prefixed to a Work, which really is the property of 
Pu-rhase Radbert. 

Itabamis de Sacramento Eucharistiae. Opus nunc primnm 
recens editum, ex bibliotheca Cuthberti Tonstalli Episcopi 
Dnnehnensis. Accessit ejusdem argument! opusculum Ber- 
trami Prcsbyteri. Colonise, apud Joannem Quentel. Anno 
1551. 

By this curious piece of editorial management, Raban of 
Mmtz is exhibited, as opposing and correcting Bertram of 
Corhy : \\hen, in truth, they were fellow-labourers on the 
saw side of the question, both alike combating the novel spe 
culations of Paschase Radbrrt. 

B 1) -2 
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sets forth in avowed hostility to it what he esteems 
the old and true doctrine of the Eucharist. 

With respect to your interrogation, Whether the 
Eucharist, after it has been consumed and in the 
manner of other food has passed into the draught, 
returns again into its pristine nature which it had 
before its consecration upon the altar : a question of 
this description is superfluous, since in the Gospel 
the Saviour himself has said ; Every thing, that 
enters into the mouth, goes into the belly, and passes 
away into the draught. The sacrament of the body 
and blood of the Lord is composed of things visible 
and corporeal : but it produces an invisible sanctifi- 
cation both of the body and of the soul. Why need 
we, then, on the part of that which is digested in the 
stomach and which has passed away into the draught, 
talk of a RETURN to its pristine state : when no per 
son ever asserted the occurrence of any such return ? 
Lately, indeed, some individuals, not thinking rightly 
concerning the sacrament of the body and blood of 
the Lord, have said: that THAT VERY BODY AND 

BLOOD OF THE LORD, WHICH WAS BORN FROM THE 
VIRGIN MARY, IN WHICH THE LORD HIMSELF SUFFERED 
ON THE CROSS, AND IN WHICH HE ROSE AGAIN FROM 
THE SEPULCHRE, IS THE SAME AS THAT WHICH IS RE 
CEIVED FROM THE ALTAR. In Opposition to which 

error as far as lay in our power, writing to the Ab 
bot Egilus, we propounded what ought truly to be 
believed concerning the body itself. For, respecting 
his body and blood, the Lord says in the Gospel : I 
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am f/ic //rhi&lt;r bread, illicit descended from heaven. 
If any person shall eat of this bread, he shall lire 
for ever. For my flesh is meat indeed, and my blood 
is drink indeed. He, who eatetli myjlesh and drink- 
eth in// blood, hath eternal life. The person, there 
fore, who eats not that bread and who drinks not 
that blood, has not the life here intended : for mere 
temporal life, indeed, without any such manducation, 
may in this world be enjoyed by men, who are not 
in his body through faith ; but eternal life, which is 
promised to (Jie saints, can never be enjoyed by such 
individuals. Lest, however, they should fancy, that, 
in that meat and drink which they receive carnally 
and understand not spiritually, life eternal is pro 
mised in faith ; so that they, who receive it, should 
die neither in soul nor in body : he condescended to, 
meet and to anticipate any such cogitation: For, 
when he had said; He, who eatetli my flesh and 
drinketh my blood, hath eternal life : he immediately 
subjoined ; I will raise him up at the last day ; that, 
mea)iwhile, lie may have eternal life according to 
the spirit . 



1 Quod autem interrogastis, Utrum Euchariatia, postquum 
consumitnr ct in secessum imiftitur more aliorum ciborum, ile- 
rum rcdcat in na tit ram pristinam qintm iialnifrut initcquain in 
ultari consecrarctur ; superflua cst hujusmodi qua?stio, cum 
ipse Salvator dixerit in evangelic : Omnc, quod inirat in os, in 
vcntrtm radii, ct in secessum cmitlitur. Sacranientum corporis 
et san^uinis Domini ex rebus visibilibus et corporalibus conli- 
citur : sod invisibik m, tarn corporis quam animae, efficit sanc- 
tiiieatioiK-ni. (iu-e esi i-nim ratio, ut hoc, quod btomacho di- 
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Raban, it appears, had already written on the 
same topic to the Abbot Egilus : but, not content 

geritur et in secessum emittitur, iterum in statum pristinum 
REDEAT ; cum nullus hoc unquam fieri asseruerit ? Nam 
quidam nuper de ipso sacramento corporis et sanguinis Domini 
non recte sentientes, dixerunt : HOC IPSUM CORPUS ET SANGUI- 

NEM DOMINI ; QUOD DE MARIA VIRGINE NATUM EST, ET IN QUO 
IPSE DOMINUS PASSUS EST IN.CRUCE ET RESURREXIT DE SEPUL- 

CHRO, IDEM ESSE QUOD suwiTUR DE ALTARi. Cui evrori, quan 
tum potuimus, ad Egilum Abbatem scribentes, de corpore ipso 
quid vere credendum sit, aperuimus. Dicit enim, de corpore 
et sanguine suo, Dominus in evangelic : Ego sum panis vivus, 
qui de ccelo descendi. Si quis manducaverit ex hoc pane, vivet 
in celernum. Caro enim meet vere est cibus, et sanguis meus 
vere est potus. Qui manducat mcain carnem et bibit meum san- 
guinem, habet vitam ceternam. Hanc ergo vitam non habet, 
qui ilium panem non manducat, nee istum sanguinem bibit. 
Nam illam temporalem vitam sine illo homines utcunque in 
hoc saeculo habere possunt, qui non sunt per fidem in corpore 
ejus : aeternam vero nunquam, quae sanctis promittitur. Ne 
autem putarent, sic in isto cibo et potu, quern carnaliter su- 
munt et spiritualiter non intelligunt, in fide promitti vitam 
aeternam ; ut, qui eum sumerent, nee anima nee corpore mo- 
rerentur, huic cogitationi dignatus est occurrere. Nam, cum 
dixisset; Qui manducat carnem meam et bibit meum sanguinem, 
habet vitam ceternam : continue subjecit et dixit ; Ego resus- 
citabo eum in novissimo die ; ut habeat interim, secundum spi- 
ritum, vitam aeternam. Raban. Archiepis. Mogunt. Epist. ad 
Heribald. Episc. Autissiodor. de Euchar. c. xxxiii. ad calc. 
Reginon. Abbat. Pruniens. libr. II. de eccles. disciplin. et 
relig. Christian, p. 516. Stephan. Baluz. Tutel. Paris. 1671. 

I have introduced into the text two obvious and necessary 
emendations of Baluzius. His notes to that effect run as fol 
lows. 

Sacramentum corporis et sanguinis id est ex rebus- ] Puto 
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with tliis effort in the cause of primitive truth, he 
likezi itie addressed himself to Heribald. That, in 
his epistle to the latter individual now before us, 
he referred to the offensive assertion of Paschase, 
is clear and indisputable : for he has cited it, al 
most in the precise words of its author, and cer 
tainly without the omission of a single article. 

On the whole, the language of the Archbishop 
is, in three several points of view, very remark 
able. 

Without the slightest hesitation, he pronounces 
the doctrine of Paschase to be AN ERROR, which 
lu- himself was strenuously opposing : by the use 
of the word SOME, he clearly testifies, as a naked 
matter of fact, that, in his time, the doctrine was 
held only by a few adventurous admirers of Pas- 
chase : and, by the expression LATELY, he no less 
clearly indicates, also as a naked matter of fact, 
that the doctrine of a material change of sub 
stance, though it had been in the fifth century 
perversely started by the eutychian heretics, and 
though in the eighth century it had been recog 
nised as orthodox by the second Nicene Council, 
was, in the ninth century, resisted throughout the 
West as a palpable innovation. 

locum ilium ita legendum esse : Sacramentum corporis ct san- 
guinis Domini ex rebus. 

Idem csse quod sumitur dc all(tri.~\ Lacuna hie crat apml 
Stevartium, qui cam admonuit cxtare in M. S. cxemplari. 
illam tvrtissiim 1 suppli viniu* rx pra^fatiuni- anonyini a 
i-diti. 
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(2.) An additional light is thrown upon this 
important controversy by the celebrated Treatise 
of Bertram of Corby on the body and blood of 
Christ. 

The novelty of Paschase made so much noise 
in the West, that it excited the attention of im 
perial majesty itself. Hence Charles was induced 
to ask the opinion of Bertram on the subject : 
and the Work of that very able writer, whose 
talents though shrouded in monastic seclusion 
had not escaped the notice even of royalty, is, in 
fact, an answer to the Emperor s question. 

The excellency of your highness asks me : Whe 
ther the body and blood of Christ, which in the 
Church is received by the mouth of the faithful, is 
produced, only in a mystery, or in reality. In other 
words, you ask me : Whether it contains somewhat 
secret, which is manifest to the eye of faith exclu 
sively : or Whether, without the veil of any mystery, 
the corporeal eye beholds that externally which 
the mental eye beholds internally, so that to the 
broad light of day the whole transaction is clear 
and open ; WHETHER, IN SHORT, IT BE THE IDENTICAL 

BODY, WHICH WAS BORN FROM MARY AND SUFFERED 
AND DIED AND WAS BURIED, AND WHICH RISING AGAIN 
AND ASCENDING TO HEAVEN SITS AT THE RIGHT HAND 
OF THE FATHER. 

Of these two questions, let us begin with inspect 
ing the first : and, lest we should be detained by the 
windings of dubiety, let us set out with explicitly de 
fining, what is FIGURE, and ivliat is REALITY. 
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FIGURE, then, is a certain adumbration, shewing 
its import under certain coverings. Thus, for in 
stance, when, in the Lord s prayer, zee beg for our 
daily bread ; or when Christ, in the Gospel, says, 1 
am the tiring bread which descended from heaven ; 
or when he calls himself the vine, and his disciples 
the brandies : all these expressions say one thing, 
but mean another. 

REALITY, on the contrary, is the demonstration of 
a thing manifest, veiled in no images of shadows, 
but expressed in plain and open and natural signi 
ficance : as when we say, that Christ was born from 
the Virgin, that he suffered, that he was crucified, 
that he died, and that he was buried. For nothing 
is here shadowed ont under the veil of figures : but 
the reality of the matter is shewn fortli in the plain 
signification of natural words ; nor can we here un 
derstand any tiling beyond what is absolutely spoken. 
In. the former instances, however, it was not so: 
for, substantially, Christ is neither bread nor a vine, 
nor tjet are the Apostles branches \ Wherefore, 
here, there is FIGURE : but, there, REALITY ; that /.* 
to say, Reality, as importing the naked and open, 

The reader will not fail to remark, that Bertram, precisely 
after the manner of Theodoret and other ancient theologia; 
considers all these expressions as homogeneous: whence, of 
course, he pronounces them to be all equally fguratlve. It 
may be proper to observe, that, in giving a figurative inter 
pretation of the bread mentioned in the Lord s prayer, Ber 
tram only follows a favourite practice of the ancients. See 
CVprian. de Orat. Domin. Oper. vol. i. p. 14G, 
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signification of any thing, is shewn forth in the re 
lation. 

Let us now return to those matters, for the sake 
of which these definitions have been, laid down : I 
mean the body and blood of Christ. 

If that mystery be not celebrated under a FIGURE, 
it cannot lightly be called a mystery : because the 
name of mystery cannot justly be applied to that, in 
which there is nothing hidden, nothing remote from 
the bodily senses, nothing hidden by a veil. But 
that bread, which, through the ministration of the 
priest, is made the body of Christ, shews one thing 
externally to the human senses, and speaks another 
thing internally to the minds of the faithful The 
wine also, which, through sacerdotal consecration, is 
made the sacrament of the blood of Christ, shews 
one thing superficially, but contains another thing 
internally Since, then, no person can deny that 
such is the case, it is manifest, that that bread and 
wine are the body and blood of Christ FIGURATIVELY 
For, if, as some pretend, nothing is here received 
FIGURATIVELY, but the whole is discerned in REALITY : 
then there is no room for the operation of faith; in 
asmuch as nothing spiritual is transacted, but the 
whole is received according to the body According 
to the appearance of the creature and the form of 
things visible, neither the bread nor the wine experi 
ence in themselves any transmutation. Therefore, if 
they have experienced no transmutation, they are 
nothing else than what they zvere before 
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Let us now pass to the second question, and let 
//.v consider : WHETHER THE IDENTICAL BODY, WHICH 

WAS BORN FROM MARY AND SUFFERED AND DIED AND 
\\ \s I.IKIED, AND WHICH NOW SITS AT THE RIGHT 
HAM) OF THE FATHER, IS THAT, WHICH IN THE CHURCH 
IS DAILY RECEIVED BY THE MOUTH OF THE FAITHFUL 
TMKon.H THE MYSTERY OF THE SACRAMENTS 

According to the SUBSTANCE of the creatures, 
what they zvere before consecration, that also they 
arc after it. Previous to consecration, they ice re 
bread and wine: and, in that same appearance, 
when consecrated, tJiey are seen still to remain 
Noticing is here transacted corporeally : but it must 
be spiritually apprehended. It is the body of Christ, 
but not corporeally : it is the blood of Christ, yet 
not corporeally The body, which Christ received 
from the Virgin Mary, which suffered, which was 
buried, which rose again, was a REAL body ; the 
same which remained visible and palpable : but the 
body, which is called the mystery of God, is not 
corporeal, but SPIRITUAL Spiritual flesh which is 
received by the mouth of the faithful, and spiritual 
blood which is daily given to be drank by the faith 
ful, differ from the flesh which was crucified and 
from the blood which was shed by the lance of the 
soldier. THEREFORE THEY ARE NOT THE SAME 

/// the prayers, which are recited after the mys 
teries of the blood and body of Christ, the priest 
//.sv.s- the following language. 

Receiving the PLEDGE of eternal life, we humbly 
beteeek f/icc, that, w/ia/soeirr of the xacrament 

5 
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we touch in the IMAGE, we may receive the same by 
manifest participation. 

Now a PLEDGE and an IMAGE are a pledge and 
an image of sojne other thing: that is, they have 
respect, not to themselves, but to something else. 
For a ^LEDGE is a pledge of the thing, for which it 
is given : and an IMAGE is an image of that, whereof 
it shews forth the similitude Therefore also that, 
which the Church celebrates, is the body and blood 
of Christ : but still, as a PLEDGE ; but still, as an 
IMAGE 

We see, then, that the mystery of the blood and 
body of Christ, which is now received in the Church 
by the faithful, is separated, by a mighty difference, 
from that which was born of the Virgin Mary, which 
suffered, which was buried, which rose again, which 
ascended to heaven, which sits at the right hand 
of the Father *. 



1 Quod in Ecclesia ore fidelium sumitur corpus et sanguis 
Christi, quserit vestrse magnitudinis excellentia, in mysterio 
fiat, an in veritate. Id est : Utrum aliquid secreti continent, 
quod oculisjtdei solummodo pateat ; An, sine cujuscunque vcla- 
tione mysterii, hoc aspectus intueatur corporis exterius, quod 
mentis visus inspiciat interius, ut totum, quod agitur, in mani- 
festationis luce clarescat ; et UTRUM IPSUM CORPUS SIT, QUOD DE 

MARIA NATUM EST ET PASSUM, MORTUUM ET SEPULTUM, QUOD- 
QUE RESURGENS ET CCELOS ASCENDENS AD DEXTERAM PATRIS 
CONSIDEAT. 

Harum duarum quaestionum primam inspiciamus : et, ne 
dubietatis ambage detineamur, definiamus, quid sit FIGURA, 
quid VERITAS ; ut, certum aliquid contuentes, noverimus quo 
rationis iter contendere debeamus. 
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For tliis his view of the subject, tlie excellent 
ami admirable Bertram cites, throughout his whole 



FIGURA est adumbratio qtucdam, quibusdam vclaminibus 
quod iutendit ostendens. Verbi gratia, verbum volentes di- 
cere, pancni nuncupamus. Sicut, in oratione dominica, panem 
quotidianum dari nobis expostulamus ; vel cum Christus in 
evangelic loquitur, dicens, Ego sum panis vicus qui de ccelo 
(/c.sccHf// ; vel cum seipsum vitcm, discipulos autem pal mites, 
appellat, Ego sum, dicens, this vera, vos autcm palmites : haec 
enim omnia aliud dicunt, et aliud innuunt. 

VERITAS, vero, est rei manifest* demonstratio, nullis um- 
branim imaginibus obvelatae, scd puris et apertis (utque pla- 
nius eloquamur) naturalibus significationibus insinuatae: utpote 
cum dicitxir, Christus natus de Virgine, passus, crucifixus, 
mortuus, et sepultus. Nihil enim hie Jiguris obvelantibus 
admuhratur : vi-rum rei veritas, naturalium significationibus 
vi-rborum, ostenditur : neque aliud hie licet intelligi, quam 
dicitur. 

At, in superioribus, non ita. Nam, substantialiter, nee panis 
Christus, nee vitis Christus, nee palmites Apostoli. Quaprop- 
tfr, hie, FIGURA : superiori vero VERITAS in narratione mon- 
stratur ; id est, nuda et aperta significatio. 

Nunc redeamus ad ilia, quorum causa dicta sunt ista ; vide 
licet, corpus et unguinen Christi. 

Si i-niin nulla sub FIGURA mysterium illud peragitur, jam 
nusterium non rite vocitatur : quum mysterium dici non po- 
. in quo nihil est abditum, nihil a corporalibus sensibus 
remotum, nihil aliquo velamine contectum. At ille panis, 
quod per sacerdotis ministerium Christi corpus effieitur, aliud 
interius (lege, exteriiis} humanis sensibus ostendit, et aliud 
inu-rius iidclium mentibus clamat Vinum quoque, quod sa- 
I crdotali consecratione Christi santriiim s etlicitur sacramentum, 
aliud supcriieie tenus ostendit, aliud interius continet I la r 
ita esse, dum nemo potest abnegare, claret, (juia panis illc 
\ iiuiiiKjuo KiGURATE Christi corpus ct sanguis existit Nam, 
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Treatise, those two great luminaries of the Wes 
tern Church, Ambrose and Augustine. Every 



si, secundum quosdam, FIGURATE nihil hie accipiatur, sed 
totum in VERITATE conspiciatur ; nihil hie fides operatur : 
quum nihil spirituale geritur ; sed, quicquid illud est, totum 
secundum corpus accipitur Secundum speciem namque crea- 
turae formamque rerum visihilium, utrumque hoc, id est, panis 
et vinum, nihil habent in se permutatum. Et, si nihil permu- 
tationis pertulerunt, nihil aliud existunt quam quod prius 
fuere 

Jam nunc secundae queestionis proposition est inspiciendnm, 
et videndum : UTRUM IPSUM CORPUS, QUOD DE MARIA NATUM 

EST ET PASSUM, MORTUUM ET SEPULTUM, QUODQUE AD DEXTE- 
RAM PATRIS CONSIDEAT, SIT QUOD ORE FIDELIUM PER SACRA- 
MENTORUM MYSTERIUM IN ECCLESIA QUOTIDIE SUMITUR 

Secundum creaturarum SUBSTANTIAM, quod fuerunt ante con- 
secrationem, hoc et postea consistunt. Panis et vinum prius 
extitere : in qua etiam specie, jam consecrata, permanere vi- 
dentur Nihil igitur hie corporaliter ; sed spiritualiter senti- 
endum. Corpus Christi est, sed non corporaliter : et sanguis 
Christi est, sed non corporaliter Corpus, quod sumpsit de 
Maria Virgine, quod passum, quod sepultum est, quod resur- 
rexit, corpus utique VERUM fuit ; idem, quod visibile atque 
palpabile manebat : at vero corpus, quod mysterium Dei dici- 
tur, non est corporale sed SPIRITUALE Differunt, autem, caro 
spiritualis quse fidelium ore sumitur, et sanguis spiritualis qui 
quotidie credentibus potandus exhibetur, a carne quae cruci- 
fixa est, et a sanguine qui militis eff usus est lancea. NON 

IDEM IGITUR SUNT 

In orationibus, quae post mysterium sanguinis corporisque 
Christi dicuntur, et a populo respondetur Amen, sic sacerdotis 
voce dicitur. 

PIGNUS ceternae vitce capientes, humiliter tmploramus, itt, 
quod IMAGINE contingimus sacramenti, manifesto, participatione 
sumamus* 
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where, he strengthens himself by their early 
authority ; on the rational principle, that doctrinal 



Et PIGNUS enim et IMAGO alterius rei sunt : id est, non ad 
se, sed ad aliud, aspiciunt. PIGNUS enim illius rei est, pro 
qua donatur : IMAGO illius, cujus similitudinem ostendit Qua 
de re et corpus Christi et sanguis est, quod Ecclesia celebrat : 
sed tanquam PIGNUS, tanquam IMAGO 

Videmus, itaque, multa differentia separari, mysterium san- 
guinis et corporis Christi quod nunc a fidelibus sumitur in 
Ecclesia, et illud quod natum est de Virgine Maria, quod 
passum, quod sepultum, quod resurrexit, quod coelos ascendit, 
quod ad dexteram Patris sedet. Bertram. Presbyt. de corp. et 
sanguin. Domin. p. 180 222. Colon. 1551. 

The Work is addressed to the Emperor Charles the Bald : 
but the Cologne editor erroneously exhibits it, as addressed to 
the Emperor Charlemagne. 

I. Nothing can be more beautiful and more satisfactory than 
Bertram s overwhelming argument from the very nature of a 
mystery or sacrament. 

Unless, says he, tlie mystery be transacted under a FIGURE ; 
thut is, unless the body and blood of Christ be only FIGURA 
TIVELY present : the mystery could not, without a gross abuse of 
language, be called a mystery, 

In truth, the novel phantasy of Transubstantiation destroys 
the very nature and character of a sacrament : for, in a sacra 
ment, as the word was always understood in the Church, there 
is an outward visible sign representing or symbolically shadow 
ing forth an inward spiritual grace : but, according to the 
doctrine of the Transubstantialists, let them labour to disguise 
the matter as they may, the mystery of the Eucharist is a sa 
crament without any outward visible sign ; because the ele 
ments, having by the theory been transubstantiated, have 
censed to be what Bertram calls a FIGURE, and have become 
what he contnulistinctively styles a REALITY. Now this, 
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truth must needs be older than doctrinal falsehood : 
and I note, with no small satisfaction, that he ad 
duces the very passages which I have adduced, and 
that he understands them precisely as any man 
of plain common sense must understand them *. 

as he well argues, is plainly inconsistent with the very notion 
of a mystery or sacrament. 

II. There is yet another matter, to which the inquirer may 
profitably direct his attention. 

The second Council of Nice, in the year 787, with equal 
ignorance and folly, had proscribed and anathematised the 
word IMAGE as employed to describe the nature of the conse 
crated elements, on the strange blundering plea that it had 
been so employed by no one of the ancients. 

Yet, as we learn from Bertram, this identical word IMAGE 
actually continued, about the year 860, still to be used in the 
old post-communion prayer of the Latin Church. The cir 
cumstance, in short, was so familiar, as of course it must have 
been where a public Liturgy was concerned, that he absolutely 
employs it in the way of a clear and decisive argument against 
the novelty of Transubstantiation. 

1 With the now adduced mass of evidence staring him in the 
face, for I can scarcely believe him to have been ignorant of 
its existence, Bossuet actually asserts, as a decisive argument 
in favour of the apostolicity of the doctrine of Transubstantia 
tion, that, both in the East and in the West, it was unanimously 
adopted from the words of our Lord, without experiencing the 
least opposition : and he adds, that those, who believed it, 
were never marked by the Church as innovators ! Hist, des 
Variat. livr. ii. 36. 

If the inquirer be curious to know, how he rids himself of 
such controversies as those between Paschase and Bertram, let 
him learn, that, in the summary decision of the Bishop of 
Meaux, these two champions with their respective followers 
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V. The retention of a descriptive word through 
long custom or habit, when that word is evidently 

were all alike staunch Transubstantialists, though they un 
luckily differed as to the best mode of expressing their favourite 
doctrine. 

Catholic doctors, Tie gravely tells us, agree at the bottom and 
(//.v/. M/t only about the manner. C eat ainsi, que les docteurs 
cat/ioliqucs, d accord dans le fonds, disputoient des manures. 
Hist. des. Variat. livr. iv. 32. 

Truly Raban and Bertram adopted a most original method 
of explaining the doctrine of Transubstantiation, when they 
clearly established it through the unexpected medium of deny 
ing any change in the substance of the consecrated elements. 

If the difference consisted only in the mode of expression, 
as the Jesuitism of Bossuet would persuade us, why did the 
infallible Tridentine Fathers place the Work of our zealous 
TraiiMibstantialist Bertram in their list of prohibited books, 
while no such black mark was set upon the Work of the 
equally zealous Transubstantialist Paschase ? 

Bossuet, I suppose, would tell us, that they preferred the 
mode of Paschase to the mode of Bertram. 

In that case, why did these simulated sticklers for antiquity 
prefer the newer mode of expression to the older mode : for, 
that the mode of Paschase was the innovation, is indisputable, 
both from the express testimony of Raban and from the whole 
tenor of the controversy ? 

I have perused the entire Work of Bertram : and therefore 
I can fearlessly assert, that it affords not even the slightest 
warrant for the evasion of Bossuet. In truth, his gloss can be 
\ie\ved only, as a brilliant exemplification of the Duacensic 
m of the Excogitate commcnto persccpc ncgemus et commo- 
iluni sfiixum d* aji/i^t units. In this wholesome practice, some 
modern romish theologians, whom I could mention, may well 

lid to emulate even Bossuet himself and the whole Coll 
of Douay Doctors to boot. 

&lt; c 
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incongruous with a theological system now pre 
valent, both indicates the comparative novelty of 
such theological system, and aids us in the ascer 
taining of the more ancient theological system 
which it has supplanted. 

1. Of this description is the word UNBLOODY, as 
applied to what the Romanists call the sacrifice 
of the Mass. 

In that sacrifice which is celebrated in the Mass, 
say the Fathers of the Council of Trent, the self 
same Christ is contained and is UNBLOODILY im 
molated, who once upon the altar of the cross offered 
himself bloodily \ 

Now such language is palpably inconsistent with 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

If the substance of the wine, as the same Tri- 
dentine Fathers assure us, be changed, through 
the prayer of consecration, into the substance of 
Christ s blood ; and if, in the sacrifice of the Mass, 
the self-same Christ be immolated who offered 
himself as a piacular oblation upon the altar of 
the cross : it is clear, that the sacrifice of the 
Mass, according to the latin notions of it, is not an 
UNBLOODY sacrifice ; for, by the hypothesis, the 
wine having been transubstantiated into literal 
material blood, most undoubtedly, by the same 

1 In divino hoc sacrificio, quod in Missa peragitur, idem 
ille Christus continetur, et INCRUENTE immolatur, qui in ara 
crucis semel seipsum cruente obtulit. Concil. Trident, sess. 
xxii. c. 2. p. 239. 
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hypothesis, literal material blood cannot but form 
a part of the sacrifice. 

Hence we gather, in strict conformity with the 
evidence already adduced, that the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation is a self-convicted novelty : 
and hence we collect, that the phraseology, still 
through long custom retained when it has ceased 
to be appropriate, manifestly indicates the preva 
lence of a totally different scheme of doctrine 
when such phraseology was originally adopted. 

In an earlier stage of the present discussion, I 
have stated : that the ONLY sacrifice and oblation, 
recognised in the Eucharist by the primitive 
Church, were, the spiritual sacrifice of praise and 
tkank$gimng, and the material oblation of the bread 
and rchic upon the Lord s table under the aspect of 
an offering of the first -fruits of God s creatures an 
terior to and in order to their consecration*. If 
there be any evidence, that the Christians of the 
first ages considered the elements of bread and 
wine as a sacrifice after their consecration ; which 
notion is plainly essential to, though (as we shall 
soon find) not c.rc/t/x/re/t/ inherent in, the latin 
doctrine of the sacrifice of the Mass : I can only 
say, that I have unintentionally, not dishonestly. 
overlooked it. Certain it is, that neither Mr. 
Berington nor the Bishop of Strasbourg has 
brought forward any testimony to this effect : 
and, as I have no particular reason to doubt their 



ii novc. hook i. chap. 4. . iii. 1. (;J.) iv. 2. 
r c -2 
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diligence ; so, with respect to myself, I am not 
aware that any such testimony is in existence \ 

It is obvious, that sacrifices of the description 
recognised by the primitive Church were truly 
and proper/// UNBLOODY sacrifices. Accordingly, 
while Clement of Alexandria, like Justin Martyr, 
tells us, that perpetual prayers and praises and 

1 Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington allege our protestant Dr. 
Grabe, as stating, on the authority of Ireneus, that all the con 
temporaries of the Apostles or their immediate successors, 
whose writings are still extant, considered the blessed Eucharist 
to be the sacrifice of the New Law, and thence offered bread 
and wine on the altar as sacred oblations to God the Father. 
Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 77, 78. Faith of Cathol. p. 256. 

Grabe spoke very truly, though not in the sense which our 
two latin divines are pleased to impose upon him. His very 
author Ireneus, whom he edited and upon whom his statement 
is in fact an annotation, sufficiently explains the doctrine of 
the primitive Christians, which resembled any thing rather than 
that of the modern Romanists. 

The earliest believers held the prayers and praises, which 
accompanied the celebration of the Lord s Supper, to be, as 
indeed the very name Eucharist imports, a spiritual sacrifice 
of thanksgiving : and they held the presentation of bread and 
wine upon the table, before and in order to their consecration, 
to be a material oblation of the first fruits of God s creatures. 

No other sacrifice, except these, did the primitive Christians 
of the age of Justin and Ireneus acknowledge in the sacrament 
of the Eucharist : and to no other sacrifice, except these, does 
Dr. Grabe refer. The notion, that the consecrated elements 
were themselves an unbloody commemorative and symbolical 
sacrifice, was much later than the age of Justin and Ireneus. 
Accordingly, in their writings, no such notion can be disco 
vered. 
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hymns and thanksgivings are the Christian s true 
sacrifice to God : Eusebius denominates the 
prayers of believers the unbloody and reasonable 
sacrifice - ; Hilary remarks, that we, upon whom 
the consummation of ages is come, sacrifice indeed 
to God, but not id tit blood and holocausts 3 ; and 
Chrysostom, speaking of the sacrifices offered up 
by Christians, observes, that they no longer offered 
up blood, but that their service was a reasonable 
service, even the worship of God in spirit and in 
truth 4 . 



piv avrif, tv^ai re KO.I alvot. Clem. Alex. Strom. 
lib. vii. Oper. p. 728. Ei^ai *"* iv-^apiffTiai, VTTO TWV atywy 
yivofjuvat, TtXttai p.ovai KOI eimptoro/ 1 lai ry Osy Qvaiai, Justin. 
Dial, cum Tryph. Oper. p. 270. 

Tctc avatfjiovf; KOI Xoyivae dvtria^ rac ci ev%iui&gt;. Euseb. de 
laud. Constant. Orat. p. 059. Tct atpvit riiq Xptorou rpaTrt^rjc 
Qvpara, Ci wv (CoXXttpoi/vrecj fag ayat^ovg Kai XoyiKag avry re 
irpoat]Vf.~iQ Ovaiac, (!ia. iravros /3tou, rtp iiri TTIIVT 
Oty, cia TOV TravTW cu-wrdrw ap^tepewc avrov, 
Euseb. Demons. Evan. lib. i. c. 8. p. 27. Taurac & TraXtv rag 
&lt;\crwfj.a.TOV KUI voepar Qvoiii TO. 7rpo^&gt;rjri(ca Kjjpurrti Xo yta, w^f vi] 
irfptt-Xpi Ta. Qvffov ry Oey Qvaiav alyetrewc. Ibid. p. 27. Ita 
ctiam, QvaiatQ avalpoif, in Euseb. de vit. Constant, lib. iv. c. 45. 

Non enim sanguine et holocaustis nos, in quos consum- 
inatio saeculorum devenit, sacrificamus Deo : sed, quod sacri- 
ficium vespertinum placitum sit, audiamus Dominum In boc, 
manus elevandae sunt : quia, istiusmodi orationibus jam ab 
initio mundi bcnedictis Dei, regni coclestis pra^parata possessio 
tst. Hilar. Comment, in Psalm, cxl. Oper. p. 330. 

ava^tpo/Jifv 0v&lt;7tac rac if tKeiyy ^i/i a^tVac Trpoer- 
ry OvffUKTTrjply, OVK tn Trpdpara *:at poag , OVK tri aip.a 
&gt;. fit *rri&lt;rror. n&lt;t ra Tnvrti \i\v~at, Kal ai Tttffi&gt; i jrKrat aVrt 
TOVTWV / XoyiK *) Xarptm "Ocry yap irpofiarov kptt rrwi i, rii 
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As time, however, rolled on, though the old 
ideas still remained in full force, the notion of a 
sacrifice began to be extended, not only to the 
material oblation of the elements before conse 
cration, but also the setting forth of the same ele 
ments after consecration. Yet still the thought of 
any transubstantiation of the bread and wine into the 
literal or material body and blood of Christ most 
assuredly, as we may learn from their own lan 
guage, never once occurred to those speculatists. 

Their doctrine was : that, Since the sacrament 
of the Eucharist was at once symbolical and comme 
morative of the sacrifice of Christ upon the cross, 
ami since the sacrifices under the Law were at once 
symbolical and predictive of the same sacrifice of 
Christ upon the cross ; the consecrated bread and 
wine might, by the fair rule of analogy, be, in some 
sort, themselves likewise deemed a sacrifice, even the 
symbolical sacrifice of commemoration. 

Under this aspect, then, as they had been ac 
customed to call the sacrifice of praise and thanks 
giving an UNBLOODY sacrifice; and as they were 
wont similarly to designate the material oblation 
of bread and wine which was made antecedently 
to the prayer of consecration : so they readily and 
appropriately applied the same appellation to the 
consecrated bread and wine, when the sacra 
ment of the Eucharist began to be esteemed a 
symbolical and commemorative sacrifice. 



r, ToaovTtf) avrt) tKtivijc &gt;/ Qvaia., Chrysost. Homil. xi. in 
Hcb. vi. 
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In the doctrine itself, I know not that there is 
any particular harm or absurdity : but the very 
mode in which they explained it, and the very 
epithet of UNBLOODY which they transferred to the 
newly esteemed sacrifice, alike demonstrate, that 
they knew nothing of the dogma of Transub- 
stantiation. The alleged sacrifice of the con 
secrated elements they deemed symbolical and 
commemorative : and, as of course no BLOOD was 
shed in a sacrifice thus characterised, they justly 
and accurately called it an UNBLOODY sacrifice. Thus 
did the doctrine and the epithet strictly harmo 
nise. The sacrifice was UNBLOODY : because it was 
not a literal piacular sacrifice, but only bjigKratwe 
sacrifice professedly symbolical and commemorative 
of the one great literal piacular sacrifice of Christ 
upon the cross. 

2. This speculation certainly became fashionable 
in the course of the fourth century. Hence, pro 
bably, it originated somewhat earlier. Be this, 
however, as it may, in the course of the fourth and 
fifth ages, we distinctly observe the speculation 
in question : but then we observe it in the form 
already specified ; a form, evidently fatal to the 
modern phantasy of Transubstantiation. 

(1.) Let us first hear Cyril of Jerusalem. 

We beseech the philanthropic Deity to send the 
Ifoltj Spirit upon the offered elements, that he may 
make the bread to be the body of Christ and the 
icine to be the blood of Christ : for, whatsoever the 
Holy Spirit shall have touched, that tiling is sancti- 
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fied and changed. Then, after having completed 
the spiritual sacrifice, even the UNBLOODY service 
over the sacrifice of propitiation, we beseech God on 
behalf of the common peace of the Churches But 
we offer up Christ, who was sacrificed for our sins; 
propitiating the philanthropic Deity 1 . 

(2.) Let us next hear Gregory of Nazianzum. 

Julian unhallows his hands, desecrating them from 
the UNBLOODY sacrifice, through which in Christ we 
communicate both with his sufferings and with his 
divinity 2 . 

(3.) Let us next hear Cyril of Alexandria. 

We offer, in the Churches, an UNBLOODY sacrifice ; 
a matter become, as it were, the proper body and 
blood of the all-vivifying Word 3 . 



IIapaKa\wfiev TOV (j&gt;t\a.vdp(t)7rov Qeov, TO "Ayiov Hvfvpa ea- 
TrooTfTXcu tVt rd TrpoKeifj.va, tva Troiijffr), TOV pv aprov (rwfjia 
Xpicrrov, TOV c&gt; olvov aTyua XJOIOTOV TTUVTWQ yelp, ov idv 0a;//curo 
TO "Ayiov Hvev/j.a, TOVTO ijyiaffTat /cat yura/3/3\7/rat. Etra, 
HETCI TO ciTrapTHrdijvai Tr\v Trvtvfj.a.TtKf]v Overlay, TTJV ANAIMAK- 
TON XarpE/av irrl TTJS QvaiaQ ixtlvrft TOV i\a.ff/j.ov, TrapaKaXovpev 
TOV Qf.ov vTrtp KoivrJG T&gt;V eKK\rj(Titov eipiivrjQ AXXa 
e(7(j&gt;ayifffjilvov irrrep TUIV fjpeTlpw dyLtaprJ))uarw , 
E^i\ov/j,Evoi, virep avTwv /cat fjfiwv, TOV &lt;j)i\avQpiii)irov, Cyril. 
Hieros. Catech. Myst. v. p. 241, 242. 

2 Tag x e ~ P a e a ^ayvi^erai, r7e ANAIMAKTOY 6v&lt;ria e aVo- 

fit ?]Q flp& Xptorw Koivwovfjier, Kal T&V TrnQrifj.aTti)v, 
?-7c deoTTjToc. Gregor. Nazian. Orat. iii. Oper. vol. i. p. 70. 

3 ANAIMAKTON iv rale KK\r)fflatG TtXovpev dvyiav, ae 
idiov aG&gt;p.a yeyovoQ Kal p.ivroi Kal alyua TOV Travra ^woyovovvTOg 
Aoyou. Cyril. Alex. Declar. Anathem. xi. Oper. vol. vi. 
p. 156. 



&lt; || \P. IV.] DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. 393 

(4.) Let us next hear Ambrose of Milan. 

We now see good tilings through the IMAGE : and 
we possess the good things of the IMAGE. We. hare 
seen the Prince of priests coming to us: we hare 
seen and we //ace heard him offering for us his own 
blood. So far as we are able, let us priests follow 
him, that we may offer sacrifice for the people. 
Weak, indeed, we are in merit ; nevertheless, through 
sacrifice, zee are honourable : for, if Christ does not 
now seem to offer personalty, yet he himself is offer 
ed upon earth when the body of Christ is offered. 
Nay, he himself is manifested in us for the purpose 
of offering, inasmuch as his word sanctifies the offer- 

*/ cA/ i/ lA/ 

ed sacrifice. And he himself, indeed, stands our 
advocate with the Father : but now we see him not. 
Then, however, we shall see him, when the IMAGE 
shall have passed away, and when the REALITY shall 
have come Ascend, therefore, O man, to heaven : 
and thou shalt see those things, of which here there 
wax only the SHADOW or IMAGE Thou shalt see the 
perfect man, now no longer in IMAGE but in REALITY . 



Videmus mine per IMAGIXEM bona : et tenemus IMAGINIS 
bona. Vidimus Principem sacerdotum ad nos venientem : vi 
dimus et audivimus offerentem pro nobis sanguinem suuni. 
Sequamur, ut possumus, sacerdotes, ut offeramus pro populo 
sacrificium. Etsi infirmi merito, tamen honorabiles sacrificio : 
quia, etsi nunc Christus non videtur offerre : tamen ipse ofter- 
tur in terris, quando Christi corpus offertur. Imo ipse offerre 
manifestatur in nobis, cujus sermo sanctificat sacrificium quod 
offertur. Et ipse quidem nobis apud Patrem advocatus adsis- 
tit : sed nunc cum non videnms. Tune videbimus, cum IMAGO 
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(5.) Let us next hear Augustine. 

Christ is our priest for ever after the order of 
Melchisedek, who offered himself as a holocaust for 
our sins: and he commanded, that the SIMILITUDE of 
his sacrifice should be celebrated in MEMORY of his 
passion^- in order that that, which Melchisedek of 
fered unto God, should now seem to be offered by us 
in the Church of Christ throughout the whole world 1 . 

Let us sacrifice to the God of the martyrs : but, 
whatsoever is offered, is offered unto God The 
jlesli and blood of this sacrifice was promised, before 
the coming of Christ, through the victims its SIMILI 
TUDE : in the passion of Christ, it was given through 
very REALITY : after the ascent of Christ, it is cele 
brated through the sacrament of COMMEMORATION 2 . 

Was not Christ once sacrificed in himself? And 

transient, VERITAS venerit Ascende ergo, homo, in ccelum : 
et videbis ilia, quorum UMBRA hie erat vel IMAGO Videbis 
perfection hominem, jam non in IMAGINE, sed in VERITATE. 
Ambros. Enarr. in Psalm, xxxviii. Oper. col. 1345. 

1 Ipse est etiam sacerdos noster in aeternum secundum ordi- 
nem Melchisedec, qui seipsum obtulit holocaustum pro peccatis 
nostris : et ejus sacrificii SIMILITUDINEM celebrandam, in suse 
passionis MEMORIAM, commendavit ; ut illud, quod Melchisedec 
obtulit Deo, jam per totum orbem terrarum in Christi Ecclesia 
videamus offerri. August. Ixxxiii. Quaest. qusest. 61. Oper. 
vol. iv. p. 216. 

2 Ipsi Deo martyrum sacrificemus : sed, quod offertur, 
offertur Deo Hujus sacrificii caro et sanguis, ante adventum 
Christi, per victimas SIMILITUDINEM, promittebatur : in pas- 
sione Christi, per ipsam VERITATEM, reddebatur : post ascen- 
sum Christi, per sacramentum MEMORISE, celebratur. August, 
cont. Faust. Manich. lib. xx. c. 21. Oper. vol. vi. p. 137. 
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//et, in the sacrament, not only through all the so 
lemnities of Easter, but even every day, he is sacri 
ficed/or the people. Neither does that man speak 
falxeli/, who, when the question is put to Jiim, shall 
answer : that Christ is thus sacrificed. For, unless 
lie sacraments had a certain SIMILITUDE to those 
things whereof they are sacraments, they would not 
he sacraments. But, from the SIMILITUDE, they com 
monly receive the names of the THINGS THEMSELVES. 
Therefore, as the sacrament of the body of Christ 
is, after a certain manner, the body of Christ ; and 
as (lie sacrament of the blood of Christ is the blood 
of Christ : so the sacrament of faith is fait li . 

Nonne scmel immolatus est Christus, in seipso ? Et 
tamen, in sacranicnto, non solum per omnes Paschae solenni- 
tates, sed omni die, populis immolatur. Nee utique mentitur, 
qui, interrogatus, eum respondent immolari. Si enim sacra- 
im nta quandam SIMILITUDINEM earum rerum, quarum sacra- 
menta sunt, non haberent ; sacramenta non essent. Ex hac 
autem SIMILITUDINE, plerumque etiam IPSARUM RERUM nomina 
aceipiunt. Sicut, ergo, secundum quondam modum, sacra- 
uientum corporis Christi corpus Christi est : ita sacramentum 
lidei fides est. August. Epist. ad Bonifac. xxiii. 

By the sacrament of faith, Augustine means the sacrament 
of Baptism. He treats, we see, of the two sacraments, on 
thf principle of exact homogeneity. Each has a similitude, 
and eacli lias a reality shadowed out by that similitude. The 
1 1 read and wine, in the one sacrament, according to this lumi 
nous statement of Augustine, are no more transubstantiated 
into the material body and blood of Christ ; than the water, 
in the other sacrament, is transubstantiated into the literal 
v-c of regenerative faith. In each case alike, the sevt i\il 
u u-specti\ely the appointed \imili(tt&lt;ic\ &lt;t their 
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3. The same opinion, that the setting forth of 
the consecrated elements is to be viewed as a sym 
bolical and commemorative and therefore unbloody 
sacrifice, was still maintained, in the ninth cen 
tury, by that decided antitransubstantialist Ber 
tram of.Corby. 

Augustine says, we perceive, that sacraments are 
one matter, and that the things whereof they are sa 
craments are another matter. Now, the body in 
which Christ suffered, and the blood which flowed 
from his side, are certain things. But the mysteries 
of these things he pronounces to be the sacraments 
of the body and blood of Christ, which are celebrated 
in MEMORY of the Lord s passion, not only at the 
annual festival of Easter, but likewise every day in 
the year. And, though the body of the Lord, in 
which he suffered, be one; and though the blood, 
which was shed for the salvation of the world, be 
also one : yet the sacraments have taken the names 
of the THINGS THEMSELVES, so that they should be 
called the body and blood of Christ ; inasmuch as 
they are thus denominated, on account of their SIMI 
LITUDE to the things which they signify ; just as our 
yearly solemnities are called the crucifixion and re 
surrection of the Lord, though IN HIMSELF he once 
only suffered and rose again, nor can those days 
which are past be now recalled. But the days, on 
which we COMMEMORATE the Lord s passion or resur- 



corresponding realities. Without such resemblance, as Augus- 
tine observes, the sacraments would be no sacraments. 
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reel ton, arc called l)ij the names of those events : 
because they bear a certain SIMILITUDE to those 
(/a//*, in which (lie Saviour once suffered and rose 
again. Hence we say, that today or tomorrow or 
the ncdi day is the crnci/i.rion or resurrection of 
flic Lord : notwithstanding that those days, in 
which these matters really occurred, have passed 
a way many years ago. On the same principle, then, 
we may also say, that the Lord is sacrificed when 
soever the sacraments of his passion are celebrated : 
though, IN HIMSELF, as the Apostle teaches us, he 
was, for the salvation of the world, only once sacri- 

t ficed. Christ, says he, suffered for us, leaving you 
an example, that ye should follow his steps. He 
tells its, not that Christ daily suffered IN HIMSELF 

for us, but that he did so only once. He left us, 
however, an exemplar, which, in the mystery of the 
Lords body and blood, is daily REPRESENTED to the 

fait hful: in order that, whosoever shall approach it, 
that person may know, that he ought to communicate 
witli those sufferings of Christ whereof he exhibits 
the IMAGE /// the sacred mysteries What the Lord 
did once, is now daily repeated. For he once offered 
HIMSELF /or the si us of the people. Wherefore this 
same oblation is daily celebrated by the faithful : but 
then it in celebrated IN A MYSTERY ; that, what the 
Lord Jesus Christ accomplished once offering HIM 
SELF, this, in MEMORY of his passion, should, through 
the celebration of the mysteries, be daily transacted. 
Nor yet is it falsely said, that, in those mysteries, 
the Lord either is immolated or suffers : since they 
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have a SIMILITUDE of that his death and passion, 
whereof they are the REPRESENTATIONS. Hence they 
are called the Lord s body and blood: inasmuch as 
they take the name of that, of which they are the 
sacrament. Accordingly, the blessed Isidore says : 
It is called a sacrifice, as if made holy ; because by 
mystic prayer it is consecrated in MEMORY of the 
Lord s passion \ 

1 Cernimus, quod S. Augustinus aliud dicit sacramenta, et 
aliud res quarum sunt sacramenta. Corpus autem in quo 
passus est Christus, et sanguis ejus de latere qui fluxit, res 
sunt. Harum vero rerum mysteria dicit esse sacramenta cor- 
poris et sanguinis Christi, quae celebrantur ob MEMORIAM do- 
minicse passionis, non solum per omnes Paschse solennitates 
singulis annis, verum singulis in anno diebus. Et, cum unum 
sit corpus dominicum in quo semel passus est, et unus sanguis 
qui pro salute mundi fusus est : attamen sacramenta IFSARUM 
RERUM vocabula sumpserunt, ut dicantur corpus et sanguis 
Christi ; cum, propter SIMILITUDINEM rerum quas innuunt, sic 
appellentur ; sicut rascha et resurrectio Domini vocantur, quae 
per singulos annos celebrantur, cum semel IN SEIPSO passus sit 
et resurrexerit, nee dies illi jam possunt revocari, quoniam 
praeterierunt. Appellantur autem illorum vocabulo dies, qui- 
bus MEMORIA dominicse passionis sive resurrectionis commemo- 
ratur : idcirco quia SIMILITUDINEM illorum habeant dierum, 
quibus Salvator semel passus est et resurrexit. Unde dicimus, 
hodie vel eras vel perendie Domini pascha est vel resurrectio : 
cum dies illi, quibus haec gesta sunt, multis jam annis praete 
rierunt. Sic etiam dicamus, Dominum immolari, quando pas 
sionis ejus sacramenta celebrantur : cum semel, pro salute 
mundi, sit immolatus IN SEMETIPSO : sicut Apostolus ait : 
Christus passus est pro nobis, vobis relinquens exemphtm, ut 
scquftmini vestigia ejus. Non enim ait, quod quotidie IN SEIPSO 
patiatur, quod semel fecit. Exemplum autem nobis reliquit, 
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4. It is worthy of our especial observation, that 
the doctrine, propounded by the divines of the 
fourth and fifth centuries, and adopted by Ber 
tram in the ninth century ; namely, that the con- 

quod, in mysterio tlominici corporis et sanguinis, quotidie cre- 
(U litibus PR^SENTATUR : ut, quisquis ad illud acccsserit, nove- 
rit SL&gt; j)assionibus ejus sociari debere, quarum IMAGINEM in 
sacris niysteriis praestolatur Quod semel fecit, nunc quotidie 
frequentatur. Semel enim, pro peccatis populi, SE obtulit. 
Celebratur turn hoec eadem oblatio singulis per fideles diebus : 
sed IN MYSTERIO: ut, quod Dominus Jesus Christus semel SE 
ofierens aclimplevit, hoc in ejus passionis MEMORIAM quotidie 
geratur per mysteriorum celebrationem. Nee tamen falso 
dicitur, quod, in wystcriis illis, Dominus vcl immolctur vcl pa- 
tiatur : quoniam illius mortis atque passionis habent SIMILITU- 
DINEM, quarum existunt REPRESENTATIONS. Unde dominicum 
corpus et sanguis dominiciis appellantur : quum ejus su;nunt 
appellationem, cujus existunt sacramentum. Hinc beatus Isi- 
dorus, in libris Etymologiarum, sic ait: Sacrificium dictum, 
quasi sacrum factum ; quia prece mystica consecratur, in MI.- 
MORIAM dominicce passionis. Bertram, de corp. et sang. dom. 
p. 197200. 

Isidore Hispalensis flourished in the seventh century. Ber 
tram has fortunately preserved a remarkable passage in this 
old writer s Book on Etymologies, which the emendatory care 
of the Roman Priesthood (EMENDATUS tolerari qucat, as the 
Douay divines speak) has carefully excluded from its proper 
place (Isid. Etymol. lib. vi. c. 19.) in the printed copies of 
his Works. I subjoin it, on the principle of gathering up the 
fragments that nothing may be lost. See Cosin. Histor. 
Transub. Papal, c. v. 26. p. 85. 

Sicut visibilis panis et vini SUBSTAKTIA exteriorem nutrit i&gt;t 
inebriat hominem : ita Verbum Dei, qui est panis vivus, par- 
ticipatione sui, fidelium rccreat mentes. Isid. Hispal. Etymol. 
npiul Bertram, dt- corj). ct s;m;j. dom. p. 200. 201. 

5 
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secrated elements are an unbloody sacrifice, because 
they are the memorial and representation of the one 
only true sacrifice upon the cross ; shewed itself, 
under the sanction of a great Latin theologian, 
even so late as the middle of the twelfth century : 
in other words, that doctrine shewed itself, only 
about some sixty or seventy years before the time, 
when the transubstantialising decree of the fourth 
Council of Lateran stamped, upon the word UN 
BLOODY, as then and since applied to the sacrifice 
of the Mass, the character of utter absurdity and 
hopeless incongruity. 

In the year 1150, the famous Peter Lombard, 
commonly called the Master of the Sentences, was 
made Archbishop of Paris : and, in the year 1215, 
Pope Innocent III and his packed Conventicle 
(which is rated as the twelfth Ecumenical Coun 
cil) first decreed by name the orthodoxy of the 
tenet of Transubstantiation. 

Let us now hear this great theologian s resolu 
tion of a regularly propounded question. 

Can that, which the priest transacts, be rightly 
called a sacrifice or immolation : and is Christ daily 
sacrificed, or was he only once sacrificed ? 

That, which is offered and consecrated by the 
priest, is called a sacrifice and oblation, because it 
is the MEMORIAL and REPRESENTATION of the true 
sacrifice and holy immolation accomplished upon the 
altar of the cross. And Christ died once upon the 
cross, a fid was there IN HIMSELF sacrificed: but he 
is daily sacrificed IN A SACRAMENT ; because, in the 
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sacrament, a COMMEMORATION is made of that winch 
WAS DONE only once . 

5. The following, then, is the sum of the pre 
sent branch of evidence. 

When the sacrament of the Eucharist, about 
the end of the third or the commencement of the 
fourth century, began, analogically with the cha 
racter of the prechristian levitical oblations, to be 
esteemed a symbolical and commemorative sacri 
fice : that alleged mere imitative and shadowy sa 
crifice was, consistently and accurately and in 
truth contradistinctively, styled UNBLOODY; for 
obviously, in such a sacrifice, no blood was either 
shed or present. 

But, when, in the same sacrament, the sub 
stance of the bread and wine was, in defiance of 
all antiquity, determined to be materially changed 
into the substance of Christ s body and blood ; 
and when, consequently, the celebration of the 
Eucharist was deemed a literal sacrifice of the 
literal body and blood of the Saviour : nothing 

1 Si, quod gerit sacerdos, proprie dicatvir sacrijichnn vcl 
itnwoldt w : et si Christus quotidie immoletur, vel semel tan- 
tuni imvnolatus sit ? 

Illud, quod offer tur et consecratur a sacerdote, vocari .w- 
crificium et oblationctn, quia MEMORIA est et REPRJESENTATIO 
veri sacrificii et sanctae immolationis factae in ara crucis. Et 
semel Christus mortuus est in cruce, ibique immolatus est IN 
SEMETIPSO : quotidie autcni immolatur IN SACRAMENTO ; quia 
in sacramento RECORDATIO fit illius, quod FACTUM EST senu-1. 
IVt. Lombard. Senteut. lib. iv. distinct. 1:?. apud Usser. de 
Success, p. 98. 

Dd 
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could be more flagrantly absurd, than to continue 
to bestow the epithet of UNBLOODY upon what the 
innovating transubstantiative decree of the fourth 
Lateran Council had plainly metamorphosed into 
a BLOODY sacrifice. 

Custpm, however, not unfrequently prevails 
over fitness and propriety : and, through the over 
sight of innovators, ancient formulas, those griev 
ous and provoking telltales, are not always made 
to square with new speculations. The old epi 
thet UNBLOODY was carelessly retained, though the 
reason for its adoption had ceased l . And thus 
the very retention of the epithet betrayed the in 
novation, while it evinced the prior existence of a 
more ancient and a very different scheme of doc 
trine. 

VI. Bellarmine, I believe, was the first or one 
of the first, who adduced the ancient Christian 
Mysteries as an evidence for the primeval recep 
tion of the doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

1 So versed are the Roman Priesthood in the avowed tor 
tuous Douay policy of the Extenuemus, excuscmus, excogitato 
commento person pc ncgemus, et commodiim sensum eis affinga- 
mus ; that Dr. Trevern and his ingenious brethren will doubt 
less be able to shew, in the clearest possible manner : how A 
sacrifice, in which literal substantial BLOOD is poured out from 
the chalice, may, nevertheless, be properly denominated an UN 
BLOODY sacrifice. They have only, according to their wont, 
to aflix a commodious sense to an old inappropriate epithet : 
and the business will be so completely done, that no one, save 
an obstinate Protestant, will ever dream of disputing the 
strict philological at curacy of the criticism. 
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Tin 1 Eucharist, he argued, rcv/.v one of (lie sec ret a 
(if the Mysteries. But it could only have been made 
a secret on account of its invoicing the doctrine of 
Transnbstantiation. Therefore, from the very 
beginning, the doctrine of Transubstantiation rrw a 
principal secret of the ancient Mysteries. 

Thus notably reasoned Bellarmine : but Schel- 
strate, in his Disciplma A ream, seems to have ad 
vanced a step even beyond the sufficiently adven 
turous Cardinal. 

The wretched scantiness of any thing, which 
the most dexterous management could construe 
to resemble historical demonstration, in the eccle 
siastical writings of the three first centuries, must 
inevitably strike every person who has paid the 
least attention to the subject. 

This glaring want of early evidence (the only 
evidence, which, in historical research, can be 
deemed of any value) was naturally alleged, by 
the reformed Catholics, against those who still 
adhered to the innovations of the Church of 
Home. The FACT itself was indisputable : and 
the question was, how its inconvenient stubborn 
ness could best be managed. Here, with Bellar- 
mine s speculation strapped upon his shoulders 
(meet burden for meet back), stepped in the in 
genious Schelstrate ; fully satisfied, that the some 
what late discovery of the learned Cardinal and 
his associates might now be turned to a specially 
good account. 

The doctrine of TratuvbsUuUutiioH (thus com- 

i&gt; d 2 
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menced the syllogistic operations of Schelstrate, 
precisely where those of Bellarmine had terminat 
ed) was a prime secret of the Mysteries : but the 
very essence of the Mysteries was studied conceal 
ment : therefore it is unreasonable to expect any prooj 
of the aboriginal reception of the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiationfrom the writings of the early Fathers. 

The Bishop of Strasbourg, as if unconscious of 
the singular modesty of the demand upon our 
credulity involved in the argument of Schelstrate ; 
a demand to wit, that we should believe the doc 
trine of Transubstantiation, WITHOUT ANY HISTORI 
CAL PROOF, simply because Cardinal Bellarmine had 
been pleased to assure us, that, from the very first, 
it was a secret taught in the old Christian Myste 
ries : the Bishop of Strasbourg, there being verily 
nothing new under the sun, has condescended, 
for the complete conviction of his sorely per 
plexed English Laic, to borrow this prepotent 
bolt from the armoury of his predecessor. 

We cannot, he assures us, fairly expect any very 
decisive testimony to the doctrine of Transubstan 
tiation from the writings of the early Fathers : be 
cause, had they, by the arcane discipline, been al 
lowed to express themselves clearly ; such an im 
provident exposure would have been at once a 
palpable discovery and betrayal of the whole secret l . 

1 The passages, quoted by Dr. Trevern, for the purpose of 
shewing, to my utter confusion, that the primitive Church 
from the very beginning held the doctrine of Transubstantia 
tion, are thus characterised by HIMSELF. 
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The distinct confession of Dr. Trevern, that the 
early Fathers were not allowed to express them- 



These passages arc, for the most part, (a If en, from writings 
published against the Jews and Pagans, or from homilies pro 
nounced before the uninitiated. In such circumstances, the 
Fathers, NOT BEING ALLOWED TO EXPRRSS THEMSELVES CLEARLY, 
considered the eucharistie bread and wine in their relation to the 
senses, and denominated them types, emblems, images, allegories, 
figures, and sacraments, WITHOUT ADDING THAT THESE VISIBLE 

APPEARANCES COVERED THE BODY AND BLOOD OF JESUS CHRIST : 
WHICH WOULD HAVE BEEN AT ONCE DISCOVERING AND BETRAY 
ING THE SECRET. Answ. to the Diffic. of Roman, p. 263. See 
also Ibid. p. 231236. 

I. In matter of fact, let the cause be what it may, Dr. Tre 
vern, we see, confesses, that, in regard to the dogma of Trail- 
substantiation, the Fathers DO NOT EXPRESS THEMSELVES CLEAR 
LY : and he adds, that they perpetually denominated the conse 
crated elements types or emblems or images or allegories or 
^figures or sacraments, WITHOUT ADDING THAT THESE VISIBLE 

APPEARANCES COVERED THE BODY AND BLOOD OF JESUS CHRIST. 

This is his own free confession : and yet he modestly re 
quires us to believe, that the early Fathers assuredly held the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation ; because, forsooth, he and 
Schelstrate and Bellarmine are pleased to inform us, that that 
doctrine was taught in the Mysteries, and therefore that the 
Fathers could not speak out more plainly without betraying 
the secret which they were forbidden to do by the Disciplina 
A ream ! 

Truly the Bishop makes no scanty draft upon the presumed 
credulity of his English Laic. 

II. Let our Anglican Laity know, however, that Dr. Trevern 
is grossly inaccurate in the statement even of his own case. 

He says, that the passages, in which the early Fathers deno 
minate the consecrated rlrmcnts types or images or Jigiires or 
the like, without adding that the&gt;r viable appraramv.-, COV6K 
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selves dearly, I readily accept. Whatever may 
have been the reason of the provoking taciturnity 



the body and blood of Jesus Christ, occur (he cautiously inserts) 
for the moat past, in works exposed only to Jews or Pagans or 
uninitiated Catechumens. 

Well was it, that he inserted for the most part. By this 
management, he has provided for himself a back-door to escape 
withal, while the intended impression upon his reader from his 
general statement was left to produce its full effect. 

1 . Of the numerous specimens which I have given of the 
phraseology commented upon by Dr. Trevern, not more, I be 
lieve, than tiuo, the extract from the Homily of Macarius and 
the extract from the Oration of Gregory Nazianzen, can be con 
strued to have been addressed to persons, who had never been 
baptized, and who consequently had never been initiated into 
the secrets of the Mysteries. See above, book ii. chap. 4. 
,11. Even the heretic Marcion, assailed by Tertullian, had 
been by baptism initiated previous to his lapse into heresy : 
for he was the son of the worthy Bishop of Pontus, who faith 
fully excommunicated him, however he might grieve at his 
apostacy. See Epiph. cont. haer. haer. xlii. sect. 1. 

2. Nor is this all. Augustine s Enarrations on the Psalms, 
from which one of my specimens was extracted, and which in 
disputably are addressed to the initiated because they set forth 
the high secrets of Christ s godhead and the Holy Trinity (See, 
inter alia, August. Enarr. in Psalm xliv. Oper. vol. viii. p. 
144, 145.), actually contain a passage, in which the consecrated 
elements are not merely said to be symbols or figures, but in 
which it is even explicitly denied that communicants partake 
of that body of Christ which poured forth its blood upon the 
cross. August. Enarr. in Psalm, xcviii. Oper. vol. viii. p. 397. 
The passage is cited above, book ii. chap. 4. III. 6. 

III. Thus lamentably weak, in every point of view, is Dr. 
Trevern s attempt, through the medium of his fancied secret of 
the Mysteries, to account for the appalling FACT, that the 
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oi those respectable ecclesiastics, the confession 
doubtless propounds a circumstance but loo true 
and but too indisputable. The acknowledged r.u r 
is certain : we have, therefore, only to inquire, 
whether the mode of accounting for it, adopted 
from Schelstrate by the Bishop of Strasbourg, 
can be satisfactorily established. 

1. These two very sagacious speculatists seem, 
either to have themselves forgotten, or to have 
expected their readers to forget, that the doctrine 
of the Eucharist, whatever that doctrine might 
be, though doubtless one of the secrets of the old 
Mysteries, was neither the only secret nor even 
the principal secret. 

The grand arcanum was the doctrine of the 
Trinity, viewed as including the immediately con 
nected doctrine of Christ s godhead and incarna 
tion : the subordinate arcana were all the depen 
dent and distinguishing doctrines of the Gospel ; 
the doctrine of the Eucharist no doubt among the 
rest, but not more than the doctrine of Baptism 
and any other peculiar doctrine. 

That the doctrine of the Trinity was the pal 
mary secret, the fountain whence all the other 
minor secrets proceeded, stands established upon 
thr most positive and direct evidence. 

Cyril of Jerusalem informs us, that this grand 
secret, with its dependent concomitants, was coin- 
early Fathers &lt;!&lt;/ not c.rpn !c,irlij on the iloctrine 

I nmsubstuntiation. 
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municated only to those who were quitting the 
class of the Catechumens . Jerome is so absorbed 
by the idea of the palmary secret, that he even 
notices that secret alone, as if it were exclusively 
the object of the arcane discipline 2 . And the 
speaker in the Dialogue entitled Philopatris, who, 
under the appropriate name of Triephon, person 
ates a Christian Catechist ; when, to his simulated 
perfect Catechumen Critias who is the other 
speaker in the Dialogue, he professes to deliver 
the special secret of the Ecclesiastical Mysteries ; 
declares that secret to be : The lofty, the great, 
the Immortal, the celestial God: the Son of the Fa 
ther ; the Spirit proceeding from the Father : one 
from three; and three from one : deem these things 
Jove ; reckon this to be God 3 . 



Taura ra ^u/or/jpia vvv ij i^K\r)rria ^iTjytlrai rw IK 

jj.f.~afta\\op.f.vu&gt;. Oiic iariv e 6oe idviKOig ctr)yi~iaBai ov 
yap ieviKy ra TrtpJ HATPOS KAI YIOY KAI APICY IINEY- 
MATOS liriyo v^f.Qa. juv&lt;mjpia. Oi^t TWV /nuffrr/p/wv 7rt Karrj- 
vouue vwv Xevtcaie XaXou/xev, aXXa iroXXa TroXXak ie \iyop.f.v tiri- 
vwc, tva 01 et^ortg TTIOTOI voffOtttn, Kai ol yj?) ttcortf /u&gt;) 
Cyril. Hieros. Catech. vi. p. 60. 
2 Consuetude autem apud nos istiusmodi est, ut iis, qui 
baptizandi sunt, per quadraginta dies publice tradamus SANCTAM 
ET ADORANDAM TRiNiTATEM. Hieron. ad Pammach. epist. Ixi. 
c. 4. Oper. vol. ii. p. 180. 

Geor, ^ttyav, a^i/3porov, ovpaviwva Ytov Ila- 



tv IK riwv, icai E 



rp/a* raura vo/ii^t Z^va, rov^ j;you QEOV. Philopat. c. xi. in 
Oper. Lucian. vol. iii. Reitz, Amstel. 1743. 

To this enunciation of the grand secret of the Christian 
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Such is only a small part of the evidence, which 
might easily be adduced : but, since Dr. Trevern 
pretends not to deny the circumstance, I may well 
be spared the trouble of greater copiousness. 

I consider it, then, as an acknowledged FACT : 
that the palmary secret of the Mysteries was the 
doctrine of the Trinity. And now, with this fact 
before us, let us turn to the very logical argu 
ment of Schelstrate and his copyist. 

If, as we are assured, the true reason, why no 
satisfactory evidence for the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation can be discovered in the writings of 
the earlier Fathers, is ; that, by the arcane dis 
cipline, they were not allowed to express tfamselve* 
clearly, for such a procedure zcoitld have been at 
once a discovery and a betrayal of the secret : then, 
since one of the minor secrets of the Mysteries 
was thus carefully guarded, we must conclude, a 
fortiori, that the palmary secret of the Mysteries 
would be even yet more jealously preserved. Now 
the palmary secret of the Mysteries was the doc- 



Mysteries, the pagan buffoon, but simulated Catechumen, 
Critias, is made to reply. 

\\ni6ftltty fjiE ciSaaKtiQ, Kal Jjpxpc &gt;/ itpiBptTixi i xai yap apiB- 
ftttic we NiKOfiaxoe 6 rtpao-T/rc/e. OVK ale a yap rl Xt-yti^. *Ev 
rpt a, rp/a "iv. Mt) n)v rtrpaKrvv ^&gt;)c r/} Uvdayouov, f/ n}v 
iiyi o(i( a KOI rpiak a ca ; Ibid. 

Gesner seems to have proved, so far as matters of that kind 
can be proved, that the Phllopatris was written during the 
a of the Emperor Julian. See Gesner. Disput. de a?tat. 
ft auc tor. Philopatr. in Oper. Lucian. ad calf. vol. iii. 
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Bat how is this case met by slabbutu FACTS ? 



Why, truly, there is sraiiffy a single amttmtf*** 
Father, fiuai whose writings the doctrine either 
of die Trinity or of the Divinity of Christ may 
not be distinctly learned . Nor is this aH. Those 
early theologians not only commit their palmary 
secret to writings, which, it might be alleged, were 
circulated only aamiog themselves the initiated : 
they likewise, equally aad unreservedly, star 

. M. 

. - - - 

to the pagan Emperors, and which were even 



See Buff. Defcm. Fd. S ic. 

FadKt* to d*e dme. f Chnt 



CHAP. IV. ~ DIFnCVLTIES OF ROMAN KM. 411 

designed for the most extensive circulation possible. 

c * 

Let us note, for instance, the Apologies of Justin 
and Athenagoras : one of whom flourished about 
the year 140 : the other, about the year 170. The 
doctrine of the Trinity was the gramd secret of the 
Mysteries : and yet, when it was thought bene 
ficial to the Church, that, for the purpose of dis 
arming the political jealousy of Roman Pigmiwi, 
this tenet should be fairly and openly stated ; 
Justin and Athenagoras, standing forth avowedly 
as her spokesmen, make not the slightest M, iHfir 
of clearly stating that grand doctrine, in the face 
of the whole world, both heathen and Judaic and 
christiar 

&gt;ee Justin. ApoL L Oper. p. 45. Arhesag. Legat. | ix. xi. 

xsiL p. 57, 58, 41, 96. Tfce 

DiaL com Tryph. Jud. Oper. p. 198. TertnlL adv. Prix. 
Oper. p. 4O5, 4O6. Temifl. ApoL adr. gent. Oper. p, 850. 
Meih. ApoL apod Chrocu Paseh. am A. n. 164, 165. e .- 
Akx. Procrep. Oper. p. 5, 6, 66, 68. Origen. adr. Cds. iih. 
oL p. 155. fib. iv. p. 169, 1 TO. Arnob. adv. gent, lib- L p 
Minoc. FeL Octar. p. 2SO, 281, 284. Locxan. de Mort. Pe 
regrin. Oper. voL OL p. 545, 554. 557, S5S. 

~ ~ ,~ .- v v " ^ 

TnnitT. that toe pnac^pal secret of the Mys 
1 or less AJBUIIII ercsi to toe -Pagans. Idence 
we find tkf mm-ttif if Christ mt God to bare been oar of tie 

K tiaje of Jdban wrote 
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Now, if the doctrine of Transubstantiation were 
one of the subordinate secrets of the Mysteries, 
as Bellarmine and Schelstrate and Trevern pre 
tend : how are we to account for the strange in 
consistency, that the primitive Christians should 
readily commit, even to the most public writings, 
their chief secret ; but that a subordinate secret 
they should have guarded with so much jealousy, 
that, even by interested latin perspicacity, no clear 
traces of it can be discovered in any of their com 
positions ] ? 

patris, distinctly exhibits the doctrine of the Trinity as the 
grand secret of the Christian Mysteries. 

In fact, the secrets of these Mysteries were rather nominal, 
than real : for their gradual communication was rather a point 
of mere catachetical discipline, than any attempt to confine 
them to a fen select master-minds. They were freely and in 
discriminately communicated, in the way of progressive instruc 
tion, to ALL who were on the point of being received by 
baptism into the full communion of the Church Catholic. 
Accordingly, when the interests of Christianity seemed to re 
quire it, these nominal secrets were unreservedly exposed to 
the full gaze both of Jews and of Pagans. Such was the con 
duct of Justin in his controversial dialogue with the Jew 
Trypho : and such, as I have already observed, was the con 
duct of all the ancient Apologists to the pagan Emperors or 
to the pagan world in general. 

1 The Bishop of Strasbourg, in his mode of treating the 
subject, gives not the slightest hint, that the Mysteries com 
municated any other secret than that of Transubstantiation: 
and thus, while he dexterously avoids committing himself by 
an explicit assertion, that Transubstantiation was the sole 
secret ; he leaves upon the mind of his unsuspicious English 
Laic the false impression, that the Mysteries were instituted 
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The simple truth is : that, although the sound 
primitive doctrine of the Eucharist was doubtless 

for the special and exclusive purpose of concealing the doc 
trine of the Eucharist, which he contends to have been the 
doctrine of Transub&tantiation. See Discuss. Amic. lettr. viii. 
On my otvn mind the impression was assuredly left (and, on 
a careful reperusal of his eighth Letter, I see not how any 
other impression could be left), that such was the circumstance 
which he wished to inculcate : and thence, in the first edition 
of this Work, I discussed the matter accordingly ; demonstrat 
ing, as my impression of Dr. Trevern s purpose obviously led 
and required me to demonstrate, that the doctrine of the Eu 
charist was neither the sole nor even the principal secret of 
the Mysteries. 

I. This natural process stirred up the vehement wrath of 
the Bishop : and, in his Answer, he fiercely reviled me, as 
having wilfully misrepresented him, inasmuch as he had never 
asserted Transubstantiation to be the exclusive secret. 

His bitter wrath evinces nothing more than extreme irri 
tation, that his too evident purpose of guarded deception was 
detected and exposed. 

He tells us, that he never asserted Transubstantiation to be 
the exclusive secret of the Mysteries. 

True : he never, tot idem verbis et literis, committed himself 
by hazarding any such grossly false assertion. The sagacious 
Prelate was much too wary to adventure the dangerous expe 
riment. But, if he had no sinister object of deception in 
view : why, in addressing an English Layman who may be 
presumed to have not much studied topics of this description, 
was he TOTALLY SILENT as to the existence of any other secrets 
beside the doctrine of the Eucharist ; why did he write in such 
a manner as inevitably to convey the impression, that the 
Mysteries were instituted for the exclusive purpose of con 
cealing from all save the initiated the grand arcanum of Tran 
substantiation ? 

II. In truth, the whole of his argument turns upon this very 
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one of the subordinate secrets of the Mysteries, 
those Mysteries possessed no such portentous ar 
canum as that of Transubstantiation. Hence the 
early Fathers could by no possibility have written 
about a doctrine, of which they were profoundly 
ignorant : and hence, of course, to seek for any 

hinge : and, without it, nothing can be more wretchedly in 
conclusive. 

It is no wonder, he reasons, that so little clear proof of the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation can be elicited from the Work* 

of the early Fathers. The discipline of the secret did not allojv 
them to express themselves clearly. Had they openly and full t/ 
entered upon the doctrine, this would have been at once disco 
vering and betraying the secret. 

Thus argues Dr. Trevern : and his argument is specious 
enough, so long as his deceived reader fancies the exclusive 
secret of the Mysteries to have been the doctrine of the Eu 
charist. But, the moment the truth is told, the argument, as 
we have seen, forthwith commences the ungraceful operation 
of limping : while Dr. Trevern himself breaks forth into a 
towering passion against the mischievous truth-teller. 

III. His conduct is the more reprehensible : because he 
ought to have known and fairly stated, that, when his notable 
argument from the discipline of the secret was first propound 
ed, a very honest and respectable Bishop of his own Commu 
nion, Albaspinaeus to wit, instantaneously demolished it pretty 
much on the same principle of reasoning with myself. 

Albaspinaeus rightly urged, that, to the conclusiveness of 
the argument, it was imperatively necessary, that the doctrine 
of the Eucharist should have been the sole and exclusive secret 
of the Mysteries. This, however, it was not. Therefore the 
argument was not worth a straw. Albaspin. Police de 1 an- 
cienne Eglise. Hvr. i. c. 2, p. 47. apud Albertin. de Eucha 
rist, lib. ii. p. 703. See Bingham s Ant. of the Christ. Church, 
book x. c. 5. 

5 
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clear traces of it in their Works is mere bootless 
labour and vanity and vexation of spirit. 

2. Accordingly, that neither the Mysteries 
taught, nor that the Christians even of the fourth 
century knew any thing of, the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation, is established, beyond all reason 
able doubt, by the very remarkable negative testi 
mony of the Emperor Julian. 

That extraordinary man was once, in profession 
at least, a Christian : but, hating the light of the 
Gospel, he apostatised to Paganism. Now Julian, 
be it carefully observed, had been, not merely an 
uninitiated Catechumen, but a baptised Mysta . 
As a baptised Mysta, he must have heard the 
preparatory lectures of the Catechist : as a bap 
tised Mysta, he must, according to the discipline 
of the Church, have been regularly initiated into 
the Mysteries. If, then, the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation were a secret taught in the Myste 
ries, Julian must have been well acquainted with 
the existence of that doctrine : and, if acquainted 
with its existence, a man of his humour could not 
have failed to make it the subject of his bitterest 
ridicule, 

1 Gregor. Nazian. Orat. iii. Oper. vol. i. p. 70. Sozomen. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 2. Each of the.se writers speaks of Ju 
lian s profane obliteration of the holy character which he 
received in the laver of Baptism ; and describes that oblitera 
tion to have been effected by the unhallowed blood of the 
victims, which he devoted to the pagan deities or the averrun- 
can demons. The fact of his baptism is the matter necessary 
to my argument. 
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How, then stands the case with the imperial 
apostate, who, having been baptized, had indis 
putably been initiated into all the secrets of the 
Mysteries ? 

(1.) In his Work against Christianity, great 
part of which has been substantially preserved 
and regularly answered by Cyril of Alexandria, 
Julian ridicules, the adoration of Christ on the 
part of the Church ; the godhead of Christ ; the 
birth of Christ from the Virgin ; the conception 
of Christ by the Holy Ghost; the doctrine, that 
Christ was the creator of the universe ; the doc 
trine, that Christ is the Word of God, the Son of 
God, God from God of the substance of the 
Father ; the doctrine of the Trinity, which is the 
basis of the doctrine of Christ s godhead : he 
laughs, in a most especial manner, at the tenet of 
the resurrection from the dead in Christ ; which, 
as including the resurrection of Christ the first- 
fruit, is (according to the accurate statement of 
St. Paul) the very basis of our faith and preach 
ing : he amuses himself likewise with what he 
deems the incurable absurdity of the purification 
of sin by the mere element of water in baptism : 
and, approximating to the very subject of Tran- 
substantiation and the literal sacrifice of Christ s 
material body and blood in the celebration of the 
Eucharist, if any such extraordinary doctrines 
had then been held and taught in the Church, he 
mocks the hated Galileans for saying, that Christ 
had once been sacrificed on their behalf, and, con- 



CHAP. IV.] DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. 4-17 

sequently, that they themselves offered up no 
sacrifices 1 . 



1 See Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian, lib. v. p. 159. lib. vi. p. 191, 
213. lib. viii. p. 253, 261, 262, 276. lib. ix. p. 290, 291, 314. 
lib. x. p. 327, 333. lib. vii. p. 245, 250. lib. ix. p. 305, 306. 
lib. x. p. 354. Lips. 1696. 

For the purpose of weakening, if not of absolutely overturn 
ing my argument from the silence of Julian, Mr. Husenbeth, 
with his wonted disregard of accuracy when a turn is to be 
served, has asserted, in his last pamphlet (p. 33.), that Julian 
never once mentions the resurrection of Christ : whence, I 
suppose, he would have us conclude, that, since Julian omits 
to ridicule Christ s resurrection, he might also well omit to ri 
dicule the doctrine of Transubstantiation, though perfectly ac 
quainted with both the one and the other. 

I. His reasoning would have been very weak, even if it had 
been founded upon fact : for, as the veriest child might have 
seen, the true question was, not whether Julian systematically 
ridiculed every doctrine of Christianity ; but whether it be 
credible, that such a man would perpetually ridicule many doc 
trines less capable of being made a subject of merriment, and 
yet that he would totally omit to ridicule the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation which far above all others presents the greatest 
capability of burlesque. 

II. But his reasoning is built upon an absolute falsehood : 
for Cyril assures us, that Julian, even most especially, ridiculed 
the doctrine of the resurrection from the dead in Christ; of 
which resurrection Christ himself nas the Jirst-fruit and the 
earnest. 

In the first edition of this Work, as I professed not scholas 
tic-ally to enumerate all the doctrines ridiculed by Julian but 
only to give specimens of his humour, I accidentally omitted to 
mention, that Julian, among other doctrines of Christianity, 
ridiculed also that of the resurrection from the dead in Christ. 
This circumstance-, apparently, has led Mr. Husenbeth mo-t 

1. c 
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But yet, though thus eagerly bent upon catch 
ing at any thing in Christianity which he might 
speciously turn to derision, NEVER ONCE, on any 
occasion or by any accident, does he mention, or 
even so much as remotely allude to, the latin doc 
trine of Transubstantiation. 

(2.) Exactly the same remark applies to Ju 
lian s yet extant other Works. 

Again and again he ridicules the Galileans and 
all that appertains to them ; their agapae and 
ministrations at tables, their base superstition, 
their acknowledgment of Christ s godhead : Moses 
also, and the prophets, upon whom the Gospel is 
avowedly built, come in for a due share of his vi 
tuperation : Athanasius is reviled, as the enemy 
of the gods, and as the artful inveigler of noble 
women to receive the sacrament of Baptism : and, 
through the side of the first Christian Emperor 
Constantine, the Gospel is vilified, as encouraging 
universal profligacy and dishonesty and licen- 

&gt; 

unhappily to fancy, that he might safely assert the total silence 
of Julian respecting our Lord s resurrection. That the cautious 
inquirer may duly appreciate this individual s utter contempt 
of accuracy, I subjoin the testimony of Cyril in his own pre 
cise words. 

yap O.VTOIQ (scil. Christianis) t?c vir6&lt;r%eeriv 



KCU rJ/e IK 



iv Xpiorw* o dr) MAAISTA ^tayeX^ irpos rote aXXotc 
o rfje aXrjOeiag ex^poe (scil. Julianus), uHnrtp OVK ivov, 
rw iravTO. iayyovTi Qfif, Kal Qavarov Kpeirrova cnrocpyfai TOV 
Xoyw &lt;f&gt;6opa vrroKti JJ.EVOV Kara iSiav &lt;bvfftv. Cyril. Alex. cont. 
Julian, lib. vii. p. 250. 
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tiousness by its doctrine of cheaply purifying 
ablution and free pardon on condition of repent 
ance . 

Yet NEVER does the Emperor EVEN ONCE please 
himself, either by ridiculing, or by simply noticing, 
that doctrine so preeminently liable to ridicule, 
which has been gravely exhibited to us as the 
grand secret of the ancient Christian Mysteries. 

(3.) I may be mistaken in estimating the 
strength of this argument : but it strikes upon my 
own apprehension, as being perfectly irresistible. 

Let any reasonable being consider the complete 
knowledge which the baptised and therefore fully 
initiated apostate possessed of the doctrines of 
Christianity, his utter hatred of the Gospel, his 
perpetual recurrence to the detested Galileans 
and their more detested theology, his humour of 
turning into ridicule whatever in Christianity he 
thought capable of being made ridiculous, and the 
peculiar liability of the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiution to be made the subject of profane banter 
and mockery : let any reasonable being consider 
these several matters ; and then let him judge, 
\vliether, if Transubstantiation had been a doc- 

1 See Julian. Imper. Oper. Orat. vi. p. 192. Orat. Frag 
ment, p. 305. Misopog. p. 363. Epist. vii. p. 376. Epist. xlii. 
p. 423, 424. Epist. xlix. p. 429431. Epist. li. p. 432 435. 
Epist. lii. p. 435 438. Epist. Ixii. p. 450. Epist. Ixiii. p. 
453, 454. Orat. Fragment, p. 289, 295. Epist. vi. p. 37G. 
Epist. xxvi. p. 398. Epist. li. p. 432, 435. Caesar, p. 33G. 
1696. 

I i&gt; 2 
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trine of the early Catholic Church regularly 
taught in the Mysteries and duly received by all 
the faithful, it could possibly have been passed 
over in total silence by such a man as Julian. 

The complete taciturnity of the Emperor, in 
every thing that regards the doctrine of Transub 
stantiation, is, I think, as complete a negative 
proof of its non-existence among the secrets of 
the Mysteries and consequently of its non-exist 
ence in the fourth century during which Julian 
flourished, as can be either desired or imagined. 
Above all other doctrines, the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation is incontestably the most obnoxious 
to banter and ridicule. Yet, while Julian repeat 
edly scoffs at doctrines much less adapted to the 
purposes of burlesque, he NEVER ridicules that which 
is even especially and preeminently suited to his 
humour, the latin dogma of Transubstantiation J . 

1 The aspect, under which the doctrine of Transubstantia 
tion, had it been known to him, could not have failed to draw 
forth the pointed ridicule of the classical Julian, had already 
been exhibited by anticipation in the singularly appropriate 
question of Cicero. 

By a very common figure of speech, says he, we call bread 
Ceres and wine Bacchus : but who was ever yet so besotted, as 
to fancy, that what he eats and drinks is literally a god ? 

Cum fruges Cererem, vinum Liberum, dicimus ; genere nos 
&lt;juidem sermonis utimur usitato : sed ecquem tam amentem 
esse putas, qui illud, quo vescatur, deum credat esse ? Cicer. 
de nat. deor. lib. iii. 16. p. 323, 

With this familiar passage of Cicero before him, could Julian 
have known the doctrine of Transubstantiation, and yet have 
remained totally silent ? 
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VII. It will be asked : How, then, are we to 
understand the singularly strong language re 
specting the Eucharist, which certainly occurs, if 
not in the writings of the earlier Fathers, yet in 
the writings of the Fathers of the fourth and fifth 
centuries ; language, adduced with sufficient co 
piousness by the latin advocates for the purpose 
of historically demonstrating the aboriginal exist 
ence of the doctrine of Transubstantiation within 
the pale of the Church Catholic ? 

To this question, the reply is abundantly easy. 

Let those Fathers be allowed the very reason 
able privilege of explaining their own phraseolo 
gy : and their grandiloquence will speedily shrink 
into the very moderate dimensions of theological 
correctness. 

Unhappily for the cause of truth, so far as the 
laic members of their own communion are con 
cerned, the Roman Divines very duly produce 
the grandiloquence, but very carefully suppress 
the explanation . 

The Bishop of Strasbourg cannot be allowed to plead ig 
norance of the explanatory passages, for he himself hints at 
them even while in the very act of suppressing them. See 
Discuss. Amic. lettr. x. vol. ii. p. 59. 

It might seem, as if some allusion to them was thought in 
evitable or at least prudent, lest the charge of total and sys 
tematic and deliberate garbling of evidence should be preferred 
against him : but still, while he ingeniously puts into the mouth 
of his English Layman the allegation that such passages do 
r, he carefully refrains from producing the passages them- 
eh 
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With much inflation of language, the postnicene 
Fathers perpetually speak of the consecrated ele 
ments, as being changed or transformed into the 
body and blood of Christ, as being made the body 
and blood of Christ, as experiencing a wonderful 
alteration of character which must not be judged 
of by our external senses : and, in consequence 
of their employing such diction, the sacerdotal 
advocates of the Latin Church unscrupulously 
bring them forward as staunch and manifest 
Transubstantialists . 

But, if we will only have the patience to hear 
them explain themselves, we shall find, from their 
own express statements, that the change, of which 
they speak, is a change, not of substance, but of 
character: we shall find, that the change, which 

Why would he not, by their honest production, enable his 
friends of the Laity to form, by their own ocular inspection, a 
really just and accurate estimate of the litigated question ? 

Truly he well knew, that such a step would have been fatal 
to his cause. 

Hence it is easy to account for his bitter wrath against my 
self; who (to retort his own insulting language to my brethren 
the English Clergy) have proceeded^ for the information of the 
Laity, to supply his deficiency of ministration. Discuss. Amic. 
lettr. x. vol. ii. p. 8. 

The same charge of copiously adducing the grandiloquence of 
the postnicene Fathers, while he carefully suppresses their ex 
planations, may be equally preferred against Mr. Berington. 
NOT ONE of the explanatory passages, which, in the present 
section, I am about to bring forward, does Mr. Berington, any 
more than the Bishop of Strasbourg, lay before his readers. 
The y are all sedulously 
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they thus magnificently celebrate, is a change, not 
material or physical, but moral or sacramental. 

This change, in short, which through virtue of 
consecration the bread and wine experience, is 
explicitly declared by them, though our modern 
Latin Divines carefully suppress such declarations, 
to be homogeneous or similar in nature, to the 
change wrought by consecration in an altar or in a 
church or in the chrism anciently used in the rite of 
confirmation, to the change wrought in a layman by 
sacerdotal ordination, to the change wrought in the 
imregcnerate by the mighty efficacy of that spiritual 
renovation which attends upon the right reception of 
the sacrament of Baptism. 

Now, in all these illustrative cases, the change 
is, plainly and undeniably, moral or sacramental, 
not material or substantial. 

Therefore, in the case of the Eucharist which 
they are professedly adduced to illustrate, the 
change produced in the bread and wine must, by 
the very necessity of the illustration, have been 
viewed, not as material or substantial, but as mo 
ral or sacramental. 

1. No person ever spake of the Eucharist in 
more florid and exaggerated terms than Cyril of 
Jerusalem, who flourished about the middle of 
the fourth century. Hence, with the Latin Clergy, 
he is a specially favourite authority. 

Christ himself having declared and said concern 
ing the bread ; This is my body: who siiall here 
after dare to doubt ? Christ himself having asserted 
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and pronounced; This is my blood: who shall 
hesitate, saying that it is not his blood ? He once, 
at Cana of Galilee, by his own nod, changed the 
water into wine : and is he not worthy of credit, 
that he changed the wine into blood? If, when 
called to a mere corporeal marriage, he wrought 
that great wonder : shall we not much rather con 
fess, that lie hath given the fruition of his own body 
and blood to the sons of the bridegroom ? Where 
fore, with all full assurance, let us partake, as it 
were, of the body and blood of Christ. For, in the 
type of bread, the body is given to thee ; and, in the 
type of wine, the blood is given to thee: in order 
that thou mayest partake of the body and blood of 
Christ, becoming with him joint body and joint 
blood Christ, once conversing with the Jews, said: 
Except ye eat my flesh and drink my blood, ye have 
not life in yourselves. They, not having spiritually 
understood the things which were spoken, being scan 
dalised, went back, fancying that he exhorts them to 
flesh-eating Attend not, then, to the bread and 
wine, as if they were mere bread and wine : for they 
are the body and blood of Christ, according to the 
Lord s declaration. If sense suggest any thing to 
thee, let faith confirm thee. Judge of the matter, 
not from taste, but undoubtingly from the full as 
surance of faith, having been deemed worthy of 
Christ s body and blood- - The apparent bread, 
though sensible to the taste, is not bread, but the 
body of Christ : and the apparent wine, though the 
taste intimate this, is not wine, but the blood of 
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Christ Strengthen, then, thy /tear/, partaking of 
this bread an spiritual : and make (lie countenance 
of thij soul joi/f ill \ 

In the midst of this declamatory language, from 
the intimations with which it is sprinkled, the 
real doctrine of Cyril, even if we should travel no 
further for its development, is abundantly manifest. 

1 A.VTOV ovv aTTotyyvautrov (cat EITTOJTOC Trept rou aprov, Touro 
uov eort TO aiijua T IQ ToXui iffti nufyifiaXXftv XotTroV ; Kat ai/rou 
fltfiai(i&gt;aautvov Kal Etpjjicoroe, Touro uov tori TO a r tua rt c ivcotaati. 
Trorc, Xe ywp ut) ilvai CLVTOV TO aip.a , To v^wp iroTf. t\Q o\vov 
iv Kav^ r]e FaXtXa/ac, otfctcw vtvfJiaTi cat UVK 
divov /ira/3aXai^ eiQ alp.a , Etc ya^iov ffwp.a- 
icXrj0tc, TavTTjv 0auyuaroupyrj&lt;T Ttjf Trapaco^oTroiiav Kat, 
rote u/o7c TOV vvptywi OQ, ov TToXXtJ /laXXoi Tifv a.Tr6\av&lt;Tty TOV 
atlffiaroQ avroc ai&gt;Tov KO.I TOV a?yu 
rat ; "iiore, ^tcra Tra.&lt;rr\q TrXrjoo^opiaQ, U&gt;Q erdjftaros Kal 

Xpt/rrov. Ev rv5r^&gt; yap aprou, ^t ^orat &lt;rot ro 
Kal, iv TUTTW otyov, ct corat &lt;rot ro ai/za tya ytVi/ /iraXa- 
&lt;Twyuaroc (cat at^xaroc Xptorou, avfftrwfjiof; Kal avvo.i}iOQ avrov 
f Xpiffroc, role lou^atotc ^taXyd/xvoc, Xfyv Eav u^ 
u r*}* trapKa, :ai irtijre )uou ro 
E.tvot, p.t) aKTjKooTtc 

OEVree, otTr^XQov Etc ra oiriffw, yo/ui oTC on ?rt 
aurovc TrporpEVtrat M&gt;) irp6a-% e *&gt; v i * C 
yap (cat at/na Xpt&lt;rroi5 /cara 

Et yap icat &gt;/ a iffdrjffte (roc roi/ro virofju\\ct t 
aXXa ; / iri&lt;rrt&lt;; tre fitpaiovTti). M/), a?ro r^C yfvfff^c, Kph rjr ro 
iriiuyfia, aXX aTro rjje irioTtvg Tr\r)po&lt;f&gt;opov a 

l alftaTOf Xpitrrov Kara^iwdeis O &lt;f&gt;aiy6^eyoc aproc oi/ic 
fl Kal TTJ ytvffet aterfljjroe, aXXa awua Xptorou (cat o ^ 
olvoc OVK olvos iirrlv, cl Kal / yfDfftc roi/ro fiovXtTai, aXXa 
al^/a Xptorou ^Trjpt^ov r//i (caprtar, utTaKapftdt wr avrou tie 
7r uyuartk-oD *:ai t Xapi/voi ro r^c ^"X ^ ffoi; TpoVwTrov. Cyril. 
Micros. Catech. M\&gt;tag. iv. p. 237 230. 
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He first warmly exhorts his Mystse to partake, as 
it were, of the body and blood of Christ : and he 
explains his emphatically distinctive as it were, by 
teaching them, that the Lord s body and blood are 
given, not literally, but in the type of bread and in 
the type of wine l . He then declares, that the conse 
crated bread and wine are not mere bread and wine, 
or that they are not bread and wine viewed under 
the sole and exclusive aspect of their physical qua 
lities : for, by superadded grace (as Ephrem of 
Antioch speaks), they are, according to the true 
or spiritual purport of the Lord s declaration, the 
body and blood of Christ ; whence we must not 
be so far misled by our taste as to deem the holy 
elements nothing more than mere or (as Justin 
and Ireneus speak) common bread and wine, such 
as are used in the ordinary secular intercourse of 
society 2 . Lastly, he repeatedly and carefully tells 
us, as if to prevent all possibility of misapprehen 
sion, that we are to partake of the bread as spi- 

1 Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington have simultaneously 
agreed to suppress the word we in their respective versions of 
this passage. With them, Cyril s mystae are exhorted to par 
take, not as it were of the body and blood of Christ, but simply 
of the body and blood of Christ. See Ans. to Diff. of Roman. 
p. 240, and Faith of Cathol. p. 209. 

3 Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 76. Iren. adv. haer. lib. iv. c. 34. 
p. 264. In point of ideality, I apprehend, the KOIVOV of Justin 
and the comrnunis of the latin version of Ireneus are not quite 
the same, as the ^tXoTe of Cyril. The common bread is the 
unconsecrated or secular bread : the mere bread is the bread 
without the spiritual grace attached or superadded to it. 
12 
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ritiifi/, that the words of Christ are to be tpuitiudly 
understood, and that the Jews erred in interpret 
ing him literally and in thence crudely fancying 
that he exhorted them to substantial flesh-eating . 
Thus evident is the real doctrine of Cyril, even 
in the midst of much loose declamation : hut, in 
his immediately preceding Catechesis, he had al- 

1 This most important explanatory part of the Catechesis ; 
which justly exhibits, a* a gross error, the notion of the Jews, 
that Our Lord exhorted them to the literal eating of his onn 
flesh ; is, by Dr. Trevern, in his citation of the statement of 
Cyril, carefully and prudently suppressed. See Discuss. Amic. 
lettr. x. vol. ii. p. 8, 9, 

But even such unjustifiable suppression of evidence is not 
the rvorst part of Dr. Trevern s conduct. He moreover deli 
berately interpolates the language of Cyril, that so he may 
compel him distinctly and verbally to propound the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation. 

Cyril, speaking of the change in the eucharistic elements, 
tells his now baptised Mystae : that, Whatsoever the Holy 
Spirit shall have touched, that thing is sanctified and changed. 

But Dr. Trevern makes him say : that, Whatsoever receives 
the impression of the Holy Spirit, is sanctifed and changed 

INTO ANOTHER SUBSTANCE. 

Ilayroe yap ov iav ifydi^airo TO "Aytov Ilvtv^a, rovro j/ytatrrat 
KCU /zcra/3c/3\i)rat. Cyril. Catech. Mystag. v. p. 241. 

Car tout ce qui recoit 1 impression de 1 Esprit Saint est 
sanctifie et change EN UNE AUTRE SUBSTANCE. Discuss. Amic. 
vol. ii. p. 87. 

By the shameless interpolation of the words en une autre 
substance, Dr. Trevern would delude his English Layman into 
a belief, that Cyril, even totidem verbis, propounds the latin 
doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

\\\ shall presently find, that Dr. Trevern s interpolation of 
the word SIBSTANCL is regular and systematic. 
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ready put the matter out of all doubt, by distinctly 
stating, that the change in the bread and wine 
produced through virtue of consecration is homo 
geneous with the change in the chrism or con 
firmatory ointment produced through virtue of a 
similar consecration ; in other words, he had put 
the matter out of all doubt, by distinctly stating, 
that the change in the consecrated elements is, not 
material or substantial, but moral or sacramental. 
Ye have been anointed with ointment, having be 
come associates and partakers of Christ. But take 
care, lest you deem that ointment to be mere oint 
ment. As ALSO the bread of the Eucharist, after 
the invocation of the Holy Spirit, is no longer bare 
bread, but the body of Christ : so LIKEWISE this holy 
ointment is no longer mere ointment, nor as one 
may say common ointment, after the invocation ; but 
it is the gracious gift of Christ and the presence of 
the Holy Spirit, being made energetic of his own 
godhead, which is symbolically anointed upon your 
forehead and upon your other organs of sense. And, 
with the apparent ointment indeed, the body is anoint 
ed: but, with the holy and vivifying Spirit, the soul 
is sanctified *. 



KOI fJ.TO)(pt TOV XplOTOU 

AXX opa pi) i/7roro//&lt;rj;e evelvo TO pvpof i^iXov flvai, 
KOI b aprog TJJS tv-^apiariaQ, fiera ~i]v firlK\J)irt&gt; TOV Ayiov 
TlytVfUlTOf, OVK tTi aproc Xirog, aXXa a-wfia Xptorou ourw &lt;au TO 
TOVTO pvpov OVK tTi \piXov, owe) u&gt;c ay EITTOI TIC KOLVOV, p.f.T 
, aXXci Xpiorow ^apio-jua cat Hvtvp-aTOQ Ayiov irapov 
via, rr/j UVTOV BEUTTJTOS ivi.()yr)Ti.Ki)v yiv6p,f.vov, onto 
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2. The same turgid language occurs in the an 
cient Treatise on the Sacraments, which was long 
ascribed to Ambrose, which in fact breathes the 
very tone of his theology, and which is still in 
serted in his Works : but its real import is fully 
explained by the illustrative adduction of the pro 
fessedly homogeneous case of a person, who, from 
being originally unregenerate, had, through virtue 
of his rightly receiving the consecration of Bap 
tism, happily become regenerate. 

Perhaps you will say: My bread is common 
bread : but that bread is bread before the words of 
the sacraments ; yet, when consecration is super- 
added, from bread it becomes the flesh of Christ. 
Let us then define, how that, which is bread, can be 
come the body of Christ by consecration. 

Note, in what words, and in whose expressions, is 
the rite of consecration performed ? Truly, in the 
words and expressions of Jesus Christ The word 
of Christ, therefore, makes this sacrament. What 
word of Christ ? Truly, that, by which all things 
were made. The Lord commanded ; and the heaven, 
the earth, and the seas, were created : the Lord com 
manded ; and every creature was produced. You 
see, then, how operative is the word of Christ. Hence, 
if there be so great power in the word of the Lord 
Jesus, that the things, which were not, should begin 



tin utTtoirov Kcii rSiv aXXw oov j^purai alardjjrrjpttitr, K.at, 
vpy, TO trwpa xpurat ry it ay tip KH\ 

rj ^v^n aytofrrat. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. 
iii. p. 235. 
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to be: how much more operative is it, that the 
f/thigs, which are, should be commuted into some 
what else 

Therefore, that I may answer you, there was not 
the body of Christ before consecration : but, after 
consecration, I say unto you, that now there is the 
body of Christ. He spake ; and it was done : he 
commanded; and it was created. You yourself 
existed ; but you existed, as the old creature : after 
you had been consecrated, you began to be the new 
creature. Would you know, how you became the 
new creature ? Every one, lie says, is a new crea 
ture in Christ. Learn, then, how tlie word of Christ 
can work a change in every creature : learn, how it 
transmutes, at pleasure, the institutes of nature l . 

1 Tu forte dicis : Meus panis est usitatus ; sed panis iste 
panis est ante verba sacramentorum : ubi accesserit consecratio, 
de pane Jit euro Christi. Hoc igitur astruamus, quomodo po- 
test, qui panis est, corpus esse Christi consecratione. 

Consecratio, igitur, quibus verbis est, et cujus sermonibus ? 
Domini Jesu Ergo sermo Christi hoc conficit sacramentum. 
Quis sermo Christi ? Nempe is, quo facta sunt omnia. Jussit 
Dominus ; et factum est crelum : jussit Dominus ; et facta est 
terra : jussit Dominus ; et facta sunt maria : jussit Dominus ; 
et omnis creatura generata est. Vides ergo, quam operatorius 
sit sermo Christi. Si ergo tanta vis est in sermone Domini 
Jesu, ut inciperent esse quae non erant: quanto magis opera 
torius est, ut sint quse erant et in aliud commutentur 

Ergo tibi ut respondeam, non erat corpus Christi ante con- 
seer ationem : sed, post consecrationem, dico tibi, quod jam 
corpus est Christi. Ipse dixit ; et factum est : ipse manda- 
vit ; et creatum est. Tu ipse eras ; sed eras vetus creatura : 
posteaquam consecratus es, nova creatura esse coepisti. Vis 
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The illustrative winding up of the passage, 
where the change effected in the bread and wine 
by consecration and the change effected in a na 
turally unregenerate man by baptismal regenera 
tion are professedly brought together as homo 
geneous changes, distinctly and unequivocally 
shews, that, in the judgment of the writer, the 
mutation in the eucharistic elements is, not sub 
stantial or material, but moral or sacramental \ 

scire, quam nova creatura ? Omnis, inquit, in Christo nova 
creatura. Accipe ergo, quemadmodum sermo Christ! creatu- 
ram omnem mutare consueverit ; et mutat, quando vult, insti- 
tuta naturae. Tractat. de Sacram. lib. iv. c. 4. in Oper. Am- 
bros. col. 1248. 

1 Dr. Trevern s management of this passage must in no wise 
be left unnoticed. 

The illustration from Baptism, which determines the change 
in the bread and wine to be only moral or sacramental, he 
totally suppresses : and, in order to bring out the desired re 
sult that the ancient author should teach a substantial change, 
he actually interpolates the original Latin. Nor is even this 
the whole extent of his amazing assurance. First, he trans 
lates the words, in aliud commutentur, by the words, passe en 
une autrc SUBSTANCE : and then, to complete the scandalous 
deception, he prints his interpolated version in Italics, without 
giving a line of the original Latin ; that so his English Laic 
might not fail to observe an apparently very remarkable attes 
tation to the doctrine of a substantial change in the elements. 
See Discuss. Amic. lettr. x. vol. ii. p. 92. 

I. In truth, this unscrupvdous Bishop of Strasbourg has 
carried to an unparalleled extent the system of deliberately in 
terpolating this important word SUBSTANCE, which obviously 
constitutes the very hinge of the present dispute. 

1. If, in the ancient Liturgies, prayer is offered to God, that 
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3. In a genuine Work of Ambrose, we meet 
with phraseology so exactly parallel to that em- 

the elements may become or maybe changed into the body and 
blood of Christ : Dr. Trevern, again and again, assures his 
English Layman, that, with one voice, they all proclaim the 
change of SUBSTANCE ; and laments most tragically, that our 
Bishop Bull and Archbishop Wake and Dr. Waterland should 
have been unable to discover so plain a matter. See Discuss. 
Amic. vol. i. p. 431, 435. vol. ii. p. 1, 2. Answer to Diffic. 
of Roman, p. 130, 131, 182, 195, 198. 

2. If the protestant divines, Stephens or Grabe or Whiston, 
construct an office for the Eucharist, professedly adopting the 
precise above-mentioned phraseology of the ancient Liturgies : 
Dr. Trevern assures his Layman, that they all, convinced by 
irresistible testimony, direct us to pray for a change of SUB 
STANCE. See Discuss. Amic. vol. i. p. 426, 427, 428. Answ. 
toDiff. of Rom. p. 196. 

3. If the old Catecheses use the same phraseology as the 
old Liturgies : Dr. Trevern incontinently informs his Layman, 
that change of SUBSTANCE is the doctrine, which they all in 
variably inculcate. See Answ. to Diff. of Rom. p. 259. 

4. If the Fathers of the six first centuries tell us, that the 
bread and wine become by consecration the body and blood of 
Christ : Dr. Trevern clamourously assures his English Lay 
man, that they all to a man inculcate a change of SUBSTANCE ; 
nay, in a somewhat prolix though doubtless very sentimental 
oration which he kindly puts into the collective mouths of those 
venerable personages, he absolutely compels themselves, the 
actual old ancient Fathers to declare, that the change of SUB 
STANCE is their universal and unvaried doctrine. See Discuss. 
Amic. vol. ii. p. 31, 41. Answ. to DifF. of Rom. p. 304 317. 

II. Such are the unworthy devices resorted to by the Bishop 
of Strasbourg to prop an indefensible speculation. 

The Ancients tell us, that, by consecration, the elements be 
come or are changed into the body and blood of Christ. Hence 
arises a dispute, whether they speak of a moral or of a substan- 
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ployed by the old writer on the Sacraments, that 
we cannot doubt of the one author having bor- 



t ml change : a dispute, which can only be determined by their 
own explanation of their own phraseology. This very dis 
pute, however, Dr. Trevern, with all imaginable compendi- 
ousness, settles, by the very simple plan of universally interpo 
lating, on his own private authority, the palmary word SUB 
STANCE ! 

Truly, if Latin Divines may be permitted thus to theologise 
to English Laymen, they will find small difficulty in completely 
demonstrating, that the doctrine of Transubstantiation was 
held by the Catholic Church from the very beginning ! 

III. Perhaps, by some admirer of Dr. Trevern, I shall be 
told, that that Prelate cites two at least of the ancient Fathers, 
Eusebius of Emessa in the fourth century and Cesarius of 
Aries in the sixth century, each of whom distinctly states, that 
the visible creatures are changed into the SUBSTANCE of Christ s 
body and blood : Les creatures visibles en la SUBSTANCE de sa 
chair et de son sang ; and Les creatures visibles en la SUB 
STANCE de son corps et de son sang. Discuss. Amic. lettr. x. 
vol. ii. p. 29, 33. 

I readily allow, that here there has been no interpolation : 
but, when the whole tale shall have been unfolded, our English 
Laity will perhaps be disposed to think with myself, that a 
more disgraceful attempt at deliberate imposture has rarely been 
perpetrated. 

1. What our proselyting Bishop adduces, as the tno distinct 
testimonies of two distinct ancient authors whom he unhesitat 
ingly pronounces to be Eusebius of Emessa and Cesarius of 
Aries, are, in truth, one and the self-same testimony: for not 
only are the pretended two passages, severally ascribed by him 
to those two authors, absolutely identical ; but even the pre 
tended trvo homilies, which contain the pretended tiro distinct 
igi-s, arc. verbatim, from beginning to end, absolutely 
itU /ttical also. 

F f 
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rowed from the other : and the fact of mutuation 
is yet further established by the important cir- 

Now it is a clear case, that two individuals, in two different 
centuries, could, by no moral possibility, have severally sat 
down and severally written trvo homilies, which, with marvel 
lous coincidence, shall, throughout, be verbatim identical. 
Hence, I suppose, it will be allowed, that the pretended trvo 
testimonies, being in truth only one testimony, cannot have 
appertained, both to Eusebius, and also to Cesarius. Whoever 
was the author of the one single testimony (for certainly there 
is no more than one testimony, though the Bishop liberally 
supplies his projected proselyte with two testimonies), he could 
only have been one single individual. 

2. Whether, then, was this one single individual, so rapidly 
multiplied into trvo distinct individuals, Eusebius of Emessa 
who flourished in the fourth century, or Cesarius of Aries who 
flourished in the sixth century ? 

Truly, under favour of Dr. Trevern, he was neither the one 
nor the other of those two Fathers. 

The homily, which contains their pretended distinct testi 
mony, is one of a series of five. It will be found in the Co- 
Jogne edition of the Bibliotheca Patrum A.D. 1618, though not 
in the Paris edition of the same Work by De Bigne : and it 
will also, verbatim, be found among the Works of Jerome, 
vol. ix. p. 212, 213. Colon. Agrip. 1616 ; where, by the edi 
tor, it is rightly ascribed to an uncertain author. 

And well does Jerome s editor thus ascribe it : for, in truth, 
its author is utterly uncertain and utterly unknown. That it 
was written neither by Eusebius nor by Cesarius (the former 
of whom, Dr. Trevern, with most suspicious caution, repre 
sents as having been its acknowledged author for a thousand 
years), is, I believe, confessed by all critics : for, while, in 
pure conjecture, it has been variously given to Eucherius, to 
Isidore Hispalensis, to Bruno de Segni, to Faustus of Riez, to 
Maximus either of Riez or of Turin, to the venerable Bede, to 
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cunistance, that Ambrose winds up his grandilo 
quence with the self-same illustrative adduction 



Rabanus Maurus of Ment/, to a supposed Eusebius Gallica- 
nus, and to sundry others with whose very characters Baronius 
professes himself unacquainted (aliorum nobis ignotorum); 
nothing about it is certainly known, save that it was in exist 
ence in the time of Paschase Radbert or during the ninth cen 
tury, because Paschase, in his Epistle to Frudegard de Corpure 
Christi, cites the passage produced as ancient evidence by 
Dr. Trevern, and like him erroneously ascribes it to Eusebius 
of Emessa. Clearly, therefore, in the ninth century, the homily 
was in existence : but, when it originally sprang into existence, 
we know not. Yet does the Bishop of Strasbourg solemnly 
produce this single comparatively modern testimony of some 
uncertain author, as the two distinct testimonies of Eusebius 
of Emessa and Cesarius of Aries: and that too, without either 
telling his English Layman where these pretended two distinct 
testimonies may be found, or giving him the slightest hint of 
their true character ! 

3. Let the passage, however, have been penned by whom it 
may, Dr. Trevern brings it forward as a clear testimony in 
favour of the doctrine of Transubstantiation. But, in truth, 
it is nothing to his purpose. 

From the language of the homily, which contains the pas 
sage, Baronius himself, as adduced by Albertinus in his Work 
de Eucharistice Sacramento, fai.ly admits, that the doctrine 
of Transubstantiation cannot be established ; and even allows, 
that, on the first blush, the author appears adverse to the rovnish 
scheme (hie author, licet prima fronte adversari nobis videri 
pos.set): but he stoutly contends, that the homily contains 
nothing which may not be handsomely explained (nihil enim in 
ea est, quod probe exponi non potest); and thence modestly 
winds up the whole with claiming the writer to be indisputable 
fni/i property. Totus profecto iiosto est, quirunque ille sit. 
N (. rum df aiuhoj-f tarn ignoto nimis agimtis. 

K f J 
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of the confessedly moral change produced in the 
worthy recipient of the strictly parallel sacrament 
of Baptism. 

4. The matter now presents an aspect even yet additionally 
ridiculous, by bringing into direct collision two equally zealous 
defenders f the infallible and perfectly harmonious Church of 
the Western Patriarchate. 

While Cardinal Baronius has much ado to claim this stray 
waif as honest popish property ; while he quite gives up the 
hopeless project of establishing from it the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation ; and while he contents himself with remarking 
that good handsome management will at least prevent it from 
doing much mischief : Bishop Trevern, secure in the well cal 
culated ignorance of his English Layman, intrepidly brings it 
forward, as affording two amazingly strong and distinct proofs 
of the doctrine of Transubstantiation itself, the one from the 
fourth century, the other from the sixth ! 

5. Yet, saving Dr. Trevern s presence, well may Baronius 
admit, that the doctrine of Transubstantiation cannot be estab 
lished from the homily in question. That homily, for I have 
perused it from beginning to end, is flat against the doctrine : 
and the only passage, which, in an insulated state and with a 
careful studied suppression of all the remainder, might even 
seem to make for it, is that produced by the Bishop of Stras 
bourg under the imposing aspect of two distinct testimonies 
borne by two distinct writers living in two distinct ages. The 
passage I here subjoin in the original Latin. 

Visibilis sacerdos,visibiles creaturas, in SUBSTANTIAM corporis 
et sanguinis sui, verbo suo, secreta potestate, convertit. 

(1) With respect to this passage, to reconcile the uncertain 
author with himself, we must conclude, that, when he spake of 
the visible creatures being changed into the SUBSTANCE of Christ s 
body and blood, he meant nothing more, than that they become, 
VERILY and INDEED (as our antitransubstantialising Anglican 
Church expresses it), that body and blood of Christ, which by 
the faithful only are taken and received in the Lord s Supper. 
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Perhaps ijoii will say : I see another matter : how 
then do i/ou assert to me, that I shall receive the 
body of Christ ? 

(2.) In this opinion I am the more confirmed by the circum 
stance, that exactly the same phraseology is used even by Ber 
tram of Corby: though -he explicitly declares, that no change 
takes place in the SUBSTANCE of the elements by any virtue of 
consecration. 

Tune intelligetis, quod non, sicut infideles arbitrantur, car- 
nem meam a credentibus comedendam ; sed VERE, \.cr myste- 
riitm, panem et vinum in corporis et sanguinis mei conversam 
SUBSTANTIAM a credentibus sumendam. Bertram, de Corp. et 
Sang. Domin. p. 194, 195. 

Nam, secundum creaturarum SUBSTANTIAM, quod fuerunt 
ante consecrationem, hoc et postea consistent. Ibid. p. 205. 

6. The painful reader will probably think, that enough has 
now been said on this topic : nevertheless, I must request his 
patience for a few moments longer. 

Dr. Trevern has deliberately quoted a spurious homily, as 
the true paschal homily of Eusebius of Emessa. Now it hap 
pens most unluckily, that a Greek (not a Latin) Oration on the 
Paschal Holyday, purporting to have been really written by 
this very Eusebius, is still extant : which said Oration, instead 
of advancing any thing favourable to the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation, absolutely contains not the slightest allusion what 
ever to the sacrament of the Lord s Supper. The whole of 
this singular composition is, in fact, a sort of Dialogue between 
the Devil and Pluto respecting the descent of Christ ad inferos. 
Satan proposes to keep him there : because, while upon earth, 
he had greatly annoyed the fiend by converting the two pub 
licans Matthew and Zaccheus, whom the Devil considered 
as his own undoubted property. But Pluto disapproves of 
the plan, and expresses much unwillingness to accede to it. 
Nothing can be in worse taste : but still the Oration is quite 
foreign to Dr. Trevern s purpose. 
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It now, therefore, remains, that we should prove 
this position. 

How many examples, then, shall we use ? Let 
us prove, that this is not that, which nature formed, 
but which the benediction has consecrated: let us 
prove, that the force of the benediction is greater 
than the force of nature, because nature itself is 
changed by the benediction. Moses held a rod : he 
threw it down ; and it became a serpent. Again, 
he laid hold of the tail of the serpent : and it re 
turned into the nature of the rod. You see, how, 
through prophetic grace, the nature of the serpent 
and the rod was twice changed. The rivers of 
Egypt ran with pure water : suddenly, from the 
veins of the fountains, blood began to burst forth ; 
so that there was no drink in the rivers. Again, at 
the prayers of the prophet, the blood of the rivers 
ceased: the nature of the waters returned. The 
people of the Hebrews was shut in on every side : 
here, obstructed by the Egyptians ; there, co?ifi?ied 

This strange piece was published in the year 1821, by Dean 
Augusti, from two M.S.S. in the imperial Library at Vienna. 
For the additional confusion of Dr. Trevern, I may remark, 
that Augusti, like myself, will tell him, that the latin homilies, 
which bear the name of Eusebius of Emessa, are not his pro 
perty, but the compositions of authors by most supposed to 
have been gallican ecclesiastics. Augusti considers the judg 
ment of Baronius on this point to be quite conclusive : and he 
cites from him a sentence, which 1 would strongly recommend 
to the serious attention of the Bishop of Strasbourg. 

Sunt quidam librorum institores, qui vulgarium .et obscuro- 
rum virorum libros nobilium scriptorimi titulis coronant. 
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the sea. Moses lifted up Ins wand : forthwith 
the water separated itself, and became congealed in 
the appearance of walla ; so that, between its wares, 
a road for footmen was visible. Jordan, also, turn 
ing back contrary to nature, flowed upward to the 
commencement of its fountain. Is it not hence clear, 
that the nature even of the waves of the sea or of 
the course of a river is changed? The river Marat h 
was very bitter, so that the thirst// people could not 
drink of it. Moses threw wood into the water: and 
the nature of the streams laid aside its bitterness, 
which grace infused suddenly tempered If, the//, 
human benediction availed so much, that it should 
change nature : what shall we say concerning diciw 
consecration, where the very words of the Lord the 
Saviour operate ? For that sacrament, which you 
receive, is effected by the word of Christ ? If the 
word of Elias so availed, that it brought downjire 
from heaven : shall not the word of Christ avail, 
that it should change the kinds of the elements ? 
Concerning the works of the whole world, you have 
read: that He spake ; and they were made : he 
commanded ; and they were created. If, then, the 
word of Christ could produce out of nothing that 
which was not; cannot it change, into that which 
they were not, the things which already exist ? It 
was the true flesh of Christ, which was crucified, 
which was buried : truly, therefore, this ;$ the sa 
crament of that flesh. The Lord Jesus himself ex 
claims : This is my body. Before the benediction 
of the heavenly words, another kind is NAMED : after 
12 
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the consecration, the body of Christ is SIGNIFIED. 
He himself calls it his blood. Before consecration, 
it is CALLED another thing: after consecration, it is 
CALLED blood. You say ; Amen : that is ; it is true. 
What the mouth speaks, let the internal mind con 
fess: what the word sounds, let the affection feel. 
By these sacraments, then, Christ feeds his Church: 
by these, the substance of the soul is strengthened 
Christ is in that sacrament, because it is the body of 
Christ. Therefore it is food, NOT CORPOREAL, but 
SPIRITUAL 

Having, then, gained all things, we know that we 
are regenerate. Nor let us ask : How were we re 
generated ? Have we entered into the womb of our 
mother, and have we been born again ? I recognise 
not here the ordinary course of nature. But there 
is here no order of nature, where there is excellence 
of grace We must not doubt, that the Holy Spirit, 
descending from above into the font or over him who 
obtains baptism, cooperates the truth of regenera 
tion \ 

Forte dicas : Aliud video ; quomodo tu mihi asserts, quod 
Christi Corpus accipiam ? 

Et hoc nobis adhuc superest, ut probemus. 

Quantis, igitur, utimur exemplis ? Probemus non hoc esse 
quod natura formavit, sed quod benedictio consecravit : majo- 
remque vim esse benedictionis quam naturae, quia benedic- 
tione etiam natura ipsa mutatur. Virgam tenebat Moyses : pro- 
jecit earn ; et facta est serpens. Rursus apprehendit caudam 
serpentis : et in virgae naturam revertitur. Vides, igitur, pro- 
phetica gratia, bis mutatam esse naturam et serpentis et virgae. 
Currebant JEgypti flumina puro aquarum meatu : subito de 
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The final adduction of the illustration, from the 
parallel and homogeneous sacrament, of Baptism, 



fontium venis sanguis coepit erumpere ; non erat potus in 
fluviis. Rursus, ad prophetae preces, cruor cessavit fluminum: 
aquarum natura remeavit. Circumclusus undique erat populus 
Hebreeorum: hinc, ^Egyptiis vallatus ; inde, mari clausus. 
Virgam levavit Moyses : separavit se aqua, et in murorum 
speciem congelavit ; atque, inter undas, via pedestris apparuit. 
Jordanis, retrorsum conversus contra naturam, in sui fontis 
revertitur exordium. Nonne claret naturam vel maritimorum 
fluctuum vel fluvialis cursus esse mutatam ? Marath flavins 
amarissimus erat, ut sitiens populus bibere non posset. Misit 
Moyses lignum in aquam : et amaritudinem suam aquarum 
natura deposuit, quam infusa subito gratia temperavit Quod 
si tantum valuit humana benedictio, ut naturam converteret ; 
quid dicimus de ipsa consecratione divina, ubi verba ipsa Do 
mini Salvatoris operantur ? Nam sacramentum istud, quod 
accipis, Christi sermone conficitur. Quod si tantum valuit 
sermo Helise, ut ignem de coelo deponeret : non valebit 
Christi sermo, ut species mutet elementorum ? De totius 
mundi operibus legisti : Quia ipse dixit ; et facta sunt : ipse 
mandarrt ; et creata sunt. Sermo ergo Christi, qui potuit ex 
nihilo facere quod non erat, non potest ea, quae sunt, in id 
mutare quod non erant ? Vera utique caro Christi, quae cru- 
cifixa est, quae sepulta est : vere ergo carnis illius sacramen 
tum est. Ipse clamat Dominus Jesus: Hoc est corpus mcitm. 
Ante benedictionem verborum coelestium, alia species NOMINA- 
TUR : post consecrationem, corpus Christi SIGNIFICATUR. Ipse 
dicit sanguinem situm. Ante consecrationem, aliud DICITUR : 
post consecrationem, sanguis NUNCUPATUR. Et tu dicis ; 
Amen : hoc est ; ccrum est. Quod os loquitur, mens interna 
fateatur : quod sermo sonat, aflfectus sentiat. His igitur sa- 
cramentis pascit Ecclesiam suam Christus, quibus animse fir- 
matur substantia In illo sacramento Christus est, quia corpus 
Christi. NON ergo CORPORALIS esca, sed SPIRITALIS est 
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determines, even if the whole tenor of the pre 
ceding context had not already quite sufficiently 
determined, the doctrine of Ambrose as to the 
nature of the change in the eucharistic elements : 
and, accordingly, he is cited and brought forward 
by Bertram of Corby, throughout his whole Trea 
tise on the body and blood of Christ, as decidedly 
establishing his own view of the question ; that 
the consecrated bread and wine are figures or sym 
bols or sacraments of that, which they allegorically 
represent, and by the name of which they are thence 
metonymically called x . 

Unde adepti omnia, scimus regenerates nos esse. Nee dica- 
mus : Quomodo regenerate sumus ? Non agnosco usum naturce. 
Sed nullus hie naturae ordo, ubi excellentia gratiae Non 
utique dubitandum est, quod, superveniens in fontem vel super 
eum qui baptismum consequitur, veritatem regenerationis co- 
operetur. Ambros. de iis qui myster. iniiiant. c. ix Oper. 
col. 12351237. 

The strictly consentaneous management of this passage in 
Ambrose, on the part of Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington, well 
deserves the attention of the honest inquirer. 

They, first, very duly cite the adduced change of the rod of 
Moses into a serpent and conversely of the serpent into the 
rod : BECAUSE this change is undeniably a change of SUBSTANCE. 

Next, they carefully omit the equally adduced changes, of 
the liquid waves of the Red Sea into an apparently solid wall, 
of the defluent waters of the Jordan into refluent waters, 
and of the bitter streams of Maratli into sweet streams : 
BECAUSE, palpably, in all these changes, NO change of SUBSTANCE 
occurs. 

Next, they duly cite, as if in immediate illustrative connec 
tion with the SUBSTANTIAL change of the rod, the language of 
Ambrose relative to the change of the consecrated elements 
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4. But, of all the writers of the fourth or fifth 
century, Gregory of Nyssa is by far the most co- 

into the body and blood of Christ : BECAUSE, by thus citing it, 
that language would naturally seem to import a parallel or homo 
geneous SUBSTANTIAL change of the consecrated elements also. 

Lastly, they carefully omit his real concluding illustration, 
from the case of the MORAL change wrought in an unregenerate 
man by spiritual regeneration : BECAUSE, had this illustration 
been faithfully exhibited to their readers, the plain and neces 
sary inference would have been, that Ambrose knew of no 
change in the consecrated elements save a MORAL change only. 

I. Through this dexterous alternation of quoting and sup 
pressing, carried on with curious uniformity of plan by these 
two latin divines, they contrive to make out a case, which may 
well perplex the unsuspicious individual, who, good easy man, 
relying fidl surely on their citative integrity, never dreams of 
consulting, or perhaps has no opportunity of consulting, the 
entire original of Ambrose : for, doubtless, by such manage 
ment, Ambrose, as thus curtatiiely exhibited, appears to com 
pare the change in the eucharistic elements to the undeniably 
SUBSTANTIAL change of the rod of Moses. See Discuss. Amic. 
vol. ii. p. 12 14-. Answer to Diff. of Rom. p. 242241. Faith 
of Cathol. p. 211216. 

That the design of this management was to bring out the 
seemingly logical result of a SUBSTANTIAL change in the con 
secrated elements, is actually avowed by the Bishop of Stras 
bourg himself: for he, even professedly, argues; that, Since 
the illustrative change in the rod of Moses was SUBSTANTIAL, 
the illustrated change in the consecrated elements must be 
SUBSTANTIAL also. See Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 41. Answ. 
to Diff. of Rom. p. 306. 

Why did the Bishop suppress the other equally adduced 
changes in the waters of the Red Sea and of Jordan and of 
Marath ? 

Clearly, BECAUSE, had lie honestly cited tin in in their proper 
place, his argument must ///&lt;./&lt; have run as follows. 
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pious in his valuable illustrations of the nature of 
that change, which occurs in the elements of bread 

Since the illustrative changes in the waters of the Red Sea 
and of Jordan and of Marath were NOT SUBSTANTIAL, the illus 
trated change in the consecrated elements must also be NOT 

SUBSTANTIAL. 

II. The truth is, that he and Mr. Berington work entirely 
upon a false principle ; the real deceptive quality of which 
would immediately have been self-evident, had they not with 
curious unanimity garbled the passage. 

Nothing can be more plain, than that the several non-homo- 
geneous miracles, brought forward by Ambrose, could never, 
simply because they are non-homogeneous, have been designed 
for illustration. Totally dissimilar as they are in character, 
he nevertheless, justly and properly, employs them all alike : 
BECAUSE he employs them, not in the way of illustration for 
which their utter non-homogeneousness palpably disqualifies 
them, but purely in the way of the familiar argument from the 
less to the greater. 

If God could work, of old, such miracles as these ; he reasons : 
why should me doubt of his working the still greater miracle 
of so changing the bread and wine into the body and blood 
of Christ, as to impart to the originally mere material creatures 
a mighty grace alike supernatural and spiritual? 

Such, from the non-homogeneous character of the various 
adduced ancient miracles, is, most indisputably, the argument : 
as for the nature of the change in the consecrated elements, 
that is illustrated, not by all or by any one of the adduced 
miracles, but by the case of the strictly and exclusively MORAL 
change produced through regeneration. 

III. It is really painful thus to expose the deliberate and 
systematic and simultaneous practices of the Romish Priest 
hood ; for, unless my memory deceive me, I have noted ex 
actly the same dishonest management of Ambrose by other 
latin divines, as well as by Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington : 
but the cause of truth imperiously requires such an exposure. 
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and wine by virtue of the word of consecration. 
He may, indeed, be well said to have exhausted 
the subject : for he has established, past all rea 
sonable doubt, that, however grandiloquently some 
of the postnicence Fathers might speak of the eu- 
charistic transmutation ; they, in reality, acknow 
ledged no change, save that which is simply moral 
or sacramental. 

Since this holy altar, at which we stand, is in its 
nature only a common stone, differing nothing from 
those other flat tablets, which are built into our walls 
or which ornament our pavements ; hut, when it has 
been dedicated to the service of God and has received 
the benediction, it is a Iioly table, an unpolluted al 
tar, no longer indiscriminately handled by all, but 
touched only by the priests and even by them with 
pious caution : and, again, since the bread is origi 
nally mere common bread ; but, when the mystery 
shall have wrought its sanctification, it is both called 
and is the body of Christ : THUS the mystic oil, THUS 
///c wine, though of small value before the benedic 
tion, respectively operate with mighty power after 
sanctijication by the Spirit. The SAME potency of 
the word, moreover, effects a venerable and honour 
able priest : when, through the newness of the bene 
diction, the individual is separated from common 
fellowship with the many. For, only yesterday and 
the day before, he was nothing more than one out of 
the many, nothing more than one of the Laity: but 
now he is set forth, as a leader, as a presessor, as a 
teacher of piety, as a hierophant of the hidden mys- 
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teries. And these things he does, not at all changed 
in body or in form : but he does them ; being, in 
outward appearance, the same person that he was 
before ; though, in his invisible soul, through a cer 
tain invisible power and grace, being metamorphosed 
into a better condition . 



Et cat TO dwiacrTi ipiov TOVTO TO ayiov, 
\ldog EOTI /caret rrjv &lt;f)vcrtv ceuvoe, ovcev ia&lt;J&gt;f.pwv TWV a\Xiov 
TrXacwy, at roTg rot^ote i]p.H)v oiKo^ofioven cat caXXo7rtou&lt;rt TO. 
Ec;ete/&gt;;. ETTt/^av E KaQtepwdy rjj TOV GEOU OtpaTrt/a, (cat TIJV 
tvXoylav i^t^aro, tort rpa7rfa ayta, Qv(na.(TTi)piov a^pavrot , OVK 
in Trapa Trajrwv ^rjXa^w/jiefor, a XXa fiovov rw iipltar, xrat 
TOVTWV f.v\afiovpf.i&gt;toi&gt;. O aproc TraXtv O.OTOQ EOT! rewg Kotvog 
a XX , orav CLVTOV TO pvtTTijpiov tpoupy/crjj, &lt;rtD/Lia Xpiorou Xe yerat 
- icat ytj/erat. Ourwg ro PVOTTIKOV eXatoi , ourwg 6 olvoe, dX/you 
rtvoe ct sta OVTO. irpo TTJQ tuXoytac* ^ttrci TOV aytaffpov TOV TOV 
Tli tvpctTOs, tKarepov O.VTWV iveoytl liatyopwg. H avn) ^c rw 
Xoyou Cvva/Mt; KCII TOV icpla iroiti cripvor KOL TI/JLIOV rr\ KO.IV&lt; )TT)TI 
TTJQ tuXoyi ac Tijs Trpbg roue TroXXowc KotvoTijTOg -^(itpt^o/jievov. 
X0cc yap :ai Trpwrjv tig virap-^tav TWV TroXXwv KCL\ TOV ct]/j.ov, 
dQpoov nTrocttK j vrat /caQr/yejuwv, Trpdt^poc, ^t^a&lt;7icaXoc tuo-t/Stt ac, 
p.vaTr}oit&gt;)v XavBarovTbiv ^tuffraywyog (cat ravra TrotfT, p.r]?v TOV 
awpciTOG T) r^c popfyfjg apfifyQeiQ dXX UTrap^wv caret ro c/&gt;atvo- 
pevov aKEivog oe J/v, aoparw rt^t ^vyapet cat ^aptri 7 " ) &gt;/ atiparoj 
^i/^v p.ETap.op(f&gt;ii)6ti TrpoQ TO fieXTiov. Gregor. Nyssen. in 
Baptism. Christ. Oper. vol. ii. p. 801, 802. Paris. 1615. 

This explicit statement of Gregory fully explains the real 
import of a passage, which has sometimes been adduced from 
him by the Romanists. 

KaXwc ovv cat vvv TOV TV Xoyw TOV Qtov ayia^opevov &PTOV 
Etc ffw/za TOV QEOV Aoyov ptTairoit iffdat TriffrEuoyLtat, ?rpoc Ctfo 
^trairroi^iwo-ae; TWV (patvoplvuv TI)V fyvaiv. Gregor. Nyssen. 
Oral. Catech. c. xxxvii. 

We admit a sacramental or moral change in the elements, 
according to the tenor of Gregory s own illustrative compa- 
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This remarkable passage speaks for itself. From 
no commentary can it derive any greater clearness 
and perspicuity than it already possesses. 

risons : but we deny a substantial change. Morally, the nature 
or quality of the elements is changed : materially, it remains 
unchanged. Were we, with the Romanists, to suppose, that 
Gregory here speaks of a substantial change : we should not 
only put an entirely gratuitous sense upon his words, according 
to Dr. Trevern s favourite mode of citing the Fathers ; but, 
what is still worse, we should even make him contradict him 
self. 






CHAPTER V. 



PURGATORY. 



IF any such region as the Purgatory of the Latin 
Church really exist, we may be morally certain 
that Christ would have explicitly announced its 
existence : and, if Christ has been totally silent 
on the subject, we cannot reasonably be expected 
to believe in the existence of a region which has 
never been propounded to us by the voice of re 
velation. 

Now, on the awful truths of the next world, our 
Lord is copious and distinct, alarming and conso 
latory. We have the whole fearful machinery of 
the last day placed, as it were, substantially before 
our very eyes : the sheep, on the right hand of the 
Judge ; the goats, on the left hand. We hear, as 
if with our bodily ears, the irreversible doom of 
weal or woe. The doors of the adytum are thrown 
open : the mystery, hidden or but dimly perceived 
through a long succession of ages, is unreservedly 
declared to the whole universe. Yet, respecting 



CHAP. V.] DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. 419 

Purgatory, the great and omniscient hierophant 
is profoundly silent. 

Since, then, we cannot reasonably be expected 
to believe, what has never been revealed : still less 
can we reasonably be expected to believe, what 
has even been plainly contradicted by the voice 
of inspiration. 

/ heard a voice from heaven, saying unlo me : 

Write ; Blessed are the dead which die in the Lord 

from henceforth. Yea, saith the Spirit, that the;/ 

way rest from their labours : and their works do 

follow them \ 

The dead in the Lord are blessed : and, when 
soever they depart hence, they rest from their 
labours. Now, if it were necessary for them to 
enter into Purgatory, ere they were admitted into 
a state of beatified quiescence ; which, according 
to Dr. Trevern, ALL must do, since the fire of Pur 
gatory must cleanse us even from the slightest stains 
with which our souls shall depart out of this world 2 : 
they would ?iot, immediately after death, rest 
blessedl;/ from their labours ; for doubtless the 
Purgatory of the Latin Priesthood does not hold 
forth to its inmates the accommodation of a bed 
of roses. Therefore, by an inevitable consequence 
from the plain words of Holy Writ, they enter not 
into any such region as a Roman Purgatory. 

Under the aspect, then, of a point of doctrine 

1 Rev. xiv. 13. 

Doivi-nt t-tre purificcs cle lours moindrex souillures. Dis 
cuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 9A3. noti-. 
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inculcated l&gt;y the Christian revelation, the notion of 
a Purgatory as delivered in the Latin Church is 
plainly untenable : because, not only is such no 
tion no where taught in Scripture, but it is even 
altogether incompatible with Scripture. Yet, un 
der the aspect of a point of fact, it will be useful 
evidentially to shew, that the notion no more pre 
vailed in the primitive Church than it can be found 
in the Bible : and, under the aspect of a point of 
curiosity, it may not be altogether uninteresting 
to exhibit the notion, as it first dubiously and 
timidly appeared in a form very widely different 
from that, upon which the Roman Theologians, 
in their superscriptural wisdom, have been pleased 
to impress the seal of asserted orthodoxy. 

I. The negative testimony, against the primitive 
existence of the doctrine of Purgatory, lies in the 
circumstance : that More than one of the very ear 
liest Fathers will prove totally silent on the topic of 
that doctrine, even when the nature of their subject 
must inevitably have led them to be explicit, had 
they really held the doctrine to be an indisputable 
and important verity. 

1. Polycarp, who flourished during the first and 
second centuries and who was a disciple of the 
Apostle John himself, twice, in his Epistle to the 
Philippians, speaks of a resurrection from the dead: 
yet, concomitantly, he gives not the slightest hint 
of any antecedent and preparatory Purgatory \ 

1 Polycarp. Epist. ad Philipp. 2, 7. 
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2. Athenagoras, who flourished ahout the year 
174 and who falls into what is denominated the 
first succession from the Apostles, professedly 
wrote an entire Treatise on the Resurrection of 
the Dead: yet, notwithstanding the nature of his 
selected suhject, he leaves the closely connected 
state of Purgatory wholly unnoticed and unmen- 
tioned . 

3. Ireneus, the disciple of Polycarp the disciple 
of St. John, who flourished through the greater 
part of the second century and who had conversed 
intimately with the Churches both of the East 
and of the West, when treating of the condition of 
the departed, says not a word about Purgatory : 
on the contrary, he satisfies himself with simply 
intimating ; that the souls of the dead shall depart 
into an invisible place prepared of God for them, 
where they shall abide in constant expectation of the 
resurrection and reunion of the body 2 . 

II. The positive testimony, against the primi 
tive existence of the doctrine of Purgatory, lies in 

1 Athenag. de Resurr. Mort. Oper. p. 143 219. 

1 Cum enim Dominus in medio umbrae mortis abierit, ubi 
animae mortuorum erant ; post deinde corporaliter resurrexit, 
et post resurrectionem assumptus est : manifestum est, quia et 
discipulorum ejus, propter quos et haec operatus est Dominus, 
animae abibunt in invisibilem locum definitum eis a Deo, et 
ibi usque ad resurrectionem commorabuntur sustinentes resur 
rectionem ; post, recipientes corpora et perfecte resurgentes, 
hoc est corporaliter, quemadmodum et Dominus resurrexit, sic 
venient ad conspectum Dei. Iren. adv. luer. lib. v. c. 26. 
p. 356. 

r 2 
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the circumstance : that Many of the oldest Fathers 
hold language, either directly contradictory to, or 
utterly incompatible with, the doctrine in question. 

1. Clement of Rome, the fellow-labourer of St. 
Paul, who flourished through all the latter half of 
the first century, is not only totally silent respect 
ing the existence of any Purgatory, even when ex 
pressly treating of death and the resurrection l : but 
he moreover unequivocally declares, that, when 
once we shall have departed this life, there is no 
room for us in another either to confess or to re 
pent ; our condition hereafter being as fixed and 
immoveable, as that of an ill-formed vessel of clay, 
when once, with all its imperfections, it shall have 
been irrevocably hardened by the process of baking*. 
2. Ignatius, the disciple of St. John, who 
flourished at the latter end of the first and at the 
beginning of the second century, asserts : that, 
when our existence here shall have been brought to 
an end, two states only, a state of death and a state 
of life, are set before us : for, as every allegorical 

1 Clem. Epist. ad Corinth, i. 2327. 

2 iif ovv ffffjiev 7ri y?Jc, ^ravo//&lt;TW^ . JljjXoe yap tffpev etc 
T))y X ~ l P a T v Tf-yvirov. *Qv rpOTrov yap 6 Kepaptvg, iav -jroirj 
ffKtvoc, Kal iv raig -^epffiv avrow ^tayrpa^y i] avvTpifirj, vaXiv 
avTO dvaTrXaoTTEi iav t Trpofydacrri etc rrjv Kapivov rov Trupoc avro 
/3a\ii , ovKert j3or)6tj(rei avry ovrwc Kal &gt;//zte&gt; &lt;W e*fUV tv TOVTV 
rw Koa-pu), ivrri aapKL a eTrpnt,apet Trovr/pa ^travor/rw^V ^ o\j|C 
Tfje k-ap^tac, i va ffaidai/Jiei VTTO rov Kvpiov, fwc t\OfUV taifOV pt- 
ravot ac. Mera yap ro it,t\d(.~iv ?;ftae tK TOV KOO^OV, ovKtri cvra- 
jjLeda k-t ^o/zo\oyj(rao-0at r) utravotiv tTi. Clem. Epist. ad 
Corinth, ii. . 8. 
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coin hear* impressed upon it the stamp of God or 
the stamp of the world ; so, after his decease, shall 
erern one depart to his own. appropriate habitation*. 

3. Justin, who flourished during the first half 
of the second century and who had conversed 
with those that had heen instructed by St. John 
teaches us : that, when (Hod shall raise all from 
the dead, lie will place the holy in eternal happiness, 
but will consign, the unholy to the punishment of 
eternal fire 2 . 

4. The old author of Questions and Answers to 
the Orthodox, a Work once attributed to Justin 
and still published along with his writings, is even 
yet more express. 

/// this life, while the body and the soul are unit 
ed, all things are common to the just and to the tin 

just. But, immediately after the departure of the 
soul from the body, the just are separated from the 
unjust; each being conducted by angels to their 

Jit ting places. The souls of the just pass forthwith 



ETTEC ovv re Xofi ret Trpay^ara t-^ti, iviKeirai TO. Svo opov, o 
Tf 6a.ra.Toc, Kal ?/ w/j Kal tcacrroc tic Toy i?iov TUTTOV ptXXei 
\upiiv. "ilffTrep yap itniv vojutV/aara vo, TO piv Qtou, TO Se 
Kal fKciffTuv avTwv totov ^apakT7 &gt; oa tTTUCtlucvoy Yt, o&lt; 
TOV Koa-fjiov TOVTOv, oi & TTtiTTOt iv dyaTTj/ xpa^ rj/pa Qcov 
l\ur&lt;&gt;t&gt;r tiii ItjtTov Xpiffrov cC ov iaf f*i) ai&gt;8aiptTwt; i^opsy TO 
liriQaviiv els TO avrov irridoe, TO r)v O.VTOV OVK iffTiv iv fffuy. 
Ignat. Epist. ad Magnes. $ 5. 

O 6oc, OTav TTfivrac ava&lt;rr//&lt;r?j, Kal roue / f aiwr/w cat 
aAvry paaiXeta a ^)0aprovc Kal ddai-nrom wit (iXinrmn, ^(iT(i/TTt i&lt;rr] y 
T(WC it tic Kt iXavii alufior irvpor irutHnrip^ij. Just. Dial, cum 
. p. 
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into Paradise, where they become the associates of 
the angels and archangels, and where they are pri 
vileged to enjoy the beatific vision of Christ the Sa 
viour : but the souls of the unjust pass into certain 
regions of Hades, which have been appointed for 
them. Here each, in the places respectively suitable 
to their characters, remain under sure guardianship, 
until the day of resurrection and final retribution ! . 

5. Hippolytus, who flourished about the year 
220, is very large and copious on the same sub 
ject : and his doctrine is perfectly identical with 
that of the author of Questions and Answers to the 
Orthodox. 

According to his account, which is evidently 
built upon the parable of the rich man and Laza 
rus, the souls of the wicked, immediately after 
death, are consigned to that division of Hades, 



rjv txpvffiv at i/w^at eVrauQa ^ttra row truifJiarog (caratr- 
, TC.VTTIV (.yovai (cat yuera TYJV ivTfvQev aVo TOV awp.arog 
f. ,olov. EiravQa JJ.EV yap ra r//e evaxrcwe TTCLVTO. KOIVO. virap\f.i. 
diraikjv T Kal a cii fcwy, (cat oi/^u/a iarlv kv avrolg ^ta^opa Kard 
TOVTO otov TO yevtffdai Kal TO diroQvi}&lt;TKf.(.v, KUI TO vyiaivtiv (cat 
ro voa~iv t KOU TO TT\OVTE~LV KCU TO TreVfffflat, (cat rd a\Xa rd rewrote 
ofiota. Mera x Se. r?)v e(c TOV trwyuaroe il,olov t f.vdvg yt verai T&V 
Tt (cat d$uctn&gt; / ^taoroX?/. "Ayotrat yap VTTO rwv dyyi- 
fie a ^toi/c avTwv TOTTOVQ at juev TWV Zttaittv 4/v^at, UQ TQV 
, ivQa avvTvyia. re (cat bio. ayyt Xwv re jcat ap^ayye- 
Xwv, Kar brnuriav ^ KOI TOV 2wrjypoe Xpiffrou, (cara ro elprifjil- 
vov, 1LK(irifiovi&gt;TG IK TOV o-wynaroc, *cat ev^jj^touvree Trpoe TOV 
Kvpiov at ^t TWV aliKtav \l/v%al, tic TOVQ kv ry $Sy TOTTOVQ Kat 
kv role dioig ai/rwv roTrotc ^uXarroyuevat ?wc r^c j/yMf pag TTJS 
rat aVraTro^dfreoJc. Quaest. et Respons. ad Orthod. 
Ixxv. in Oper. Justin, p. 339. 
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which is dark and waste and dreary, and which 
locally approximates to the burning lake of Ge 
henna. Here they suffer temporary punishments, 
which continue till the day of judgment : when, 
after just sentence has been passed upon them, 
they are finally consigned to everlasting misery. 
But the souls of the just, immediately after death, 
pass into that other division of the invisible state, 
which is bright and glorious and luminous, and 
which figuratively bears the name of Abraham s 
bosom. Into this blessed region, where they have 
the antepast of eternal felicity laid up for them 
when at the last day their souls shall be reunited 
to their bodies, they are triumphantly conducted, 
upon their departure from this world, with the 
hymns and canticles of accompanying angels. 
Here they reside, in the perpetual contempla 
tion of happiness, and in the joyful expectation 
of yet higher blessings which are reserved for 
them hereafter at the resurrection from the dead. 
In this place, there is neither burning nor frost : 
but the countenance of the holy patriarchs per 
petually smiles upon them, while they are antici 
pating a future eternal rest and life in heaven \ 



1 Kat ovrog fitv 6 irepl ^ai^ovwv TOTTOQ. Htpl ci &lt;JLCOV, iv J 
erui t ^ovrai &gt;/&gt;i&gt;x a * iuaifitfv TS KOI ac/nrwv, dvayxaiov f nre if. 

O yo;c Tinrog iaTiv Iv rrj Kriau aVara&lt;n;i/a&lt;7T0c, -^wpioi VTTO- 
ytior, iy y &lt;^&lt;Dc Kuapov OVK fTTiXa^Tm. &u&gt;rue roifvy iv rovrp 
T V X^P V P l KaraXapirovToe, dvayKr) OKii-og ?ir)t Kw Tv/^areiy. 

Toi/ro TV xwptW we ^&gt;povpiov aVei tyuJ/Qr; \^v%u~i td&gt; J (cureara- 
Orjffuy nyytXot ^poupot Trpoc rac fKr iyruv Trpa^tis tiuLffpovrtS rac 
ruy TfXJiruv 7r|jo(Tka/povc KoXotrctr. 
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6. Cyprian, who flourished in the middle of the 
third century, adopts the sentiment of the more 



Ey TOVTif CE rip Xb)piy, TOTTOQ dcftupiffTai rt, XI/J.VT) 
doptOTOV iv y p.Ev OU^ETTW rtvd Karappeptydat inrei\i](f)a/j.i&gt; 
E EIQ Tt)v Trpowpiff/J.lt ^v i/pepav VTTO QEOV, iv r; ctcatae 
tyaaiQ pia iraaiv a t de TTpoaeve^dcir]. 

Rat 01 p.Ev a^tcot, KOI Qty aVeiQj/o-ajTec, ra re paraia tp-ya 
wTrcjv Ka.TetTKfva.ap.li a e iciitXa tig Qtov Tip.i)aarrf.Q, 
diciov tcoXaaetoc, we atrtot /utacryurirw* 



Ol ce ciKatoi r/c d(j&gt;QttpTOv cat dvK\(.lirrov fia&lt;TL\eiag rv 
ol ev ry &lt;pri vvv juev avvi^ovTai, d\X ov rw avry TOTTW y cat ot 
at (cot. 

Mt a yap ftg rovro TO ^wpiov KadoSos, ov rrj irv\y t 
ap-^a-yjfXov a/ia ffrparia Tri.TriaTt.vKafj.EV, f llv Trv\r]v 
ot KaTa.y6p.evoi VTTO T&V eirl rac \pv^ag rtray/jtVwy dyye Xwv, ov 
ply. oco5 TropevovTai. 

A\X ot /lev ciKaiot, Etc ctia ^wraywyov^uej ot, Kal VTTO TWV 
i(pffTO)T(&gt;&gt;v cara TOTTOV ayyXov v/jLvovfjieroi, ayovrat ei 
^ ot ctTr ap^g icaiot Tro\iTf.vovTaC oi/x VTT 
i, a\\a r^e rw&gt;^ opw^teVwv dya0J}j 0ag det a-rroXavov- 
/cat r?j rwi liraororc Kau wy TrpotrcoKia j/Co/zevot, cdKti/a TOVTWV 
fte\Ttit) ijyovfjLEvoi. Otg 6 TOTTOC ou (Caynarrj^opoc ytVerai* ou 
j/, ov Krpvog, ov rpt/3o\oc cv avr^J* dXX / rwv 

Tf. bpwp.ivr] o^ig wavTOTE p.f.ii&lt;ji, avapevovTMV TIJV 
TOVTO TO ^wptov avctTravCTiv cat atwvtav a va/Stwffij ev ovpavy. 
Tovr^ ^e ovop,a curX^dDCO/iey coXTroi Aflpadp.. 

Ot ^ ci^t/vot t a ptorepa tXcovrat VTTO a yyfXw* coXaorw) , 
OVKETI eK ovffiwc Trope vo/ivot, a XXd yittra /3iag wg (Hapwi t\lc6fUVOt. 
Olg ot &lt;f&gt;ffTWTQ ayyfXoi liaTrifJLTrovTai oVit ojTe, cat 
o/x/xari 7rairtXoi)vrc, Etg rd carwrEpa wflovj^Ec. "Ag d 
k\Kovmv ol ^)&lt;TrwrC Ewg Tr\r]ffiov Tijg ytvvr)Q. Ot Eyyto 
rov yufV fipavpov a ^taXf/Trrwc vTra/covovai, cat rov r^c 
dr/JLOv ovc dpoipovcriv. AVTIJQ CE Trjc iyyiovoq o^/faig riyv 
cat v7Tp/3aXX6Yra)c Ocai rov Trvpoc opwvTEc, cara7T7r//yao t, r^f 
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ancient Clement of Rome : and, by a greater ex 
pansion of the idea, precludes all danger, if in 
deed there could possibly be any danger, of mis 
apprehension. 

When once we /tare departed hence, there is no 
longer any place for repentance, no longer any ef 
fect ireness of satisfaction. Here, life is either lost 
or held : here, we may provide for our eternal sal ra 
tion by the worship of God and the frnitf illness of 
faith. Let not any one, then, be retarded, either by 
sins or by length of years, from attaining to salva 
tion. To a person, while he remains in this world, 
repentance is never too late. Those, who seek after 
and understand tlie truth, may always have an easy 
access to the indulgence of God. Even to the very 
end of your life, pray for your sins: and, by con 
fession and fait li, implore the one only true Deity. 
To him, who confesses, pardon is freely granted : to 

AXXa KCU o\&gt; TOV TU&gt;V Trartpwv yopov KOI rove ctKaiovQ bpwfft, KCU 
CTT avrw rovry Ko\a6p.f.voi, Xc toc yp /3u0u (cat ptya dva. 
p.lffov toTJ/ptcrcu, wore fo) C/KGUOV avp.Tru.Bi\aa.vTO. 
Koi TO\pi)ffa.VTa CtfXQtlv. 

o irepl q.cov Xoyoc* iv y v^v^at iravryv /carf ^ovrai, a 
v ov 6 Geoc (Spiffev dvaaraaiv TOTE iravTW iroirjau^itvoQ, ov 
\lfvxfic nTti aw/j.a.Tu&gt;t&gt;, ttXX avra ra ffufiara a riartDv. Hippolyt. 
e libr. adv. Grsec. Oper. vol. i. p. 220, 221. 

This Fragment has been variously attributed to Ireneus and 
Origen and the presbyter Caius : the probability is, that it be 
longs to Hippolytus. In point of testimony, this is of no con- 
&lt;[UL Mce. The fragment, \vhichever of the early Fathers was 
its author, is fatal to the alleged antiquity and primeval recep 
tion of the doctrine of Purgatory. 
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him, who believes, a salutary indulgence is granted 
from the divine pity ; and, EVEN IN THE VERY ARTI 
CLE OF DEATH, HE PASSES TO IMMORTALITY l . 

III. In the primitive Church, as I have already 
had occasion to state, an opinion, built upon an 
obscure place in the Apocalypse, very early pre 
vailed : th*at Martyrs and confessors and men emi 
nent for their evangelical piety would rise again 
from the dead at what was esteemed a first and par 
tial resurrection ; while the rest of mankind would 
not be resuscitated until the general resurrection in 
the day ofjinal consummation. Hence it became 
customary to offer prayers for the dead, not that 
they might be prematurely extricated from an 
imaginary Purgatory, but that they might partici 
pate of the first or particular resurrection instead 
of waiting for the ultimate or general resurrec 
tion 2 . 

1 Quando istinc excessum fuerit, nullus jam poenitentise locus 
est, nullus satisfactionis effectus. Hie, vita aut amittitur, aut 
tenetur : hie, saluti seternae, cultu Dei et fructu fidei, provi- 
detur. Nee quisquam, aut peccatis, retardetur, aut annis, quo 
minus veniat ad consequendam salutem. In isto adhuc mundo 
manenti, poenitentia nullft sera est. Patet ad indulgentiam 
Dei aditus : et, quaerentibus atque intelligentibus veritatem, 
facilis accessus est. Tu, sub ipso licet exitu et vitac tempo- 
ralis occasu, pro delictis roges : et Deum, qui unus et verus 
est, confessione et fide agnitionis ejus implores. Venia confi- 
tenti datur : et credenti indulgentia salutaris de divina pietate 
conceditur : et ad immortalitatem, sub ij)sa morte, transitur. 
Cyprian, ad Demetrian. Oper. vol i. p. 196. See also Cyprian. 
Epist. xii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 27, 28. 

2 See above, book i. chap. 5. III. 3. (1.) 
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1. This opinion, which at the best reposes only 
upon a text of disputed interpretation, the specu 
lative genius of Tertullian could not suffer to rest 
in its pristine simplicitly. 

If to participate in tlie first resurrection, he ar 
gued, be a privilege: then, conversely, to wait for 
the ultimate resurrection must be a punis/nnent. 
This penal delay, therefore, must be viewed as an 
expiation of offences committed in the flesh : and, 
according/!/, to such expiation our Lord alluded, 
when, in the parable, he spake of a person being 
cast into a prison, whence he should not be suffered 
to depart until he had paid the very last farthing *. 

Had Tertullian advanced his speculation, merely 
as a conjecture of his own ; it might, UNAUTHORI- 
TATIVELY, have been suffered to avail as far as it 
could avail : but, unhappily, he had the daring 
presumption to claim for it the sanction of the 
Paraclete 2 . And now let us mark, what, in the 
progress of time, has gradually followed. The 
notion of a penal expiation after death, advanced 
by Tertullian, when he had lapsed into the heresy 
of fanatical Montanism, as a frequent revelation 



1 In summa, quum carcerem ilium, quod Evangelium de- 
monstrat, inferos intelligimus ; et novissimum quadrantem, 
modicum quoque delictum mora resurrectionis illic luendum 
interpretamur : nemo dubitabit, animam aliquid pensare penes 
inferos, salva resurrectionis plenitudine, per carneni quoque. 
Tertull. de anim. Oper. p. 689. 

Hoc etium Paracletus frequentissime commendavit. Ter- 
tull. de anim. Oper. p. 689. 

12 
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of the Holy Spirit, has since been stamped, by the 
no less fanatical infallibility of the Tridentine Fa 
thers, with the seal of indisputable orthodoxy . 

2. This idle and enthusiastic phantasy, when 
once started, even though started by an individual 
both after his lapse into heresy and upon the very 
basis of the heresy into which he had lapsed, was 
not suffered, in the gradual corruption of the once 
sincere Church, to lie silently dormant. 

It is mentioned with grave approbation by Cyril 
of Jerusalem, who flourished about the middle of 
the fourth century : though he fairly confesses, 
that MANY even then denied, that the souls of the de 
parted, whether they quitted this world with sin or 
without sin, could be at all benefited by the prayer 
offered up, on their behalf, over what he calls, in 
the novel fashionable phraseology of the day, the 
holy and most tremendous sacrifice. He defends 
and illustrates the heresy-propped speculation of 
Tertullian, which that writer professed to have 
received from the Paraclete after he had become 
a Montanist, by the supposed case of a king, who 
had banished from his presence certain of his re 
bellious subjects, but who had afterward been per- 

1 Concil. Trident, sess. xxv. p. 505, 506. In connection 
with Christianity, the doctrine of a Purgatory for the purifica 
tion of souls was first started by Simon Magus. See Epiph. 
cont. haer. haer. xxi. It was held also by the Manicheans, who 
had clearly borrowed it from the reveries of ancient oriental 
Paganism. See my Hor. Mosaic, vol. ii. p. 197 203. 2d 
edit. See also Epiph. cont. haer. haer. 66. 
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suadcd at the instance of their friends and relatives 
to remit their punishment ! . 

3. The same notion, though with greater spe 
ciality, is advanced by Ambrose, who flourished 
during the last quarter of the fourth century. 

He thinks, that those, whose sins have not been 
expiated in this life, will experience a purgatorial 
fire in the course of the time which elapses be 
tween the first and the final resurrection : and he 
adds, that the punishment of some will extend 
even beyond the final resurrection, if they shall 
not have completed the entire length of the inter 
mediate period 2 . 

Here, with a lamentable misapprehension of the 
true and only principle of meritorious expiation, 

1 Elra Kal virep rwv TrpOKeKoifj.tjp.tvwy aytW Trare pwv KCU 
xai TTC UTWV ctTrXwc TWV iv il^ tv TrpoKtKOifJLj]^ivwv t 
Triorreuorrtc ifftadai raig ^w^alc;, virep wv &gt;/ llrjffig aVa- 
rrje ayme Kal ^pucw^Eirranje 7rpo(Ci^ivijc 0v&lt;riac. Kat 
fiov\op.a.i v/nae aVo i/Tro^e/y^aroc irtiffai olSa ydp UOAAOYS 
TOVTO Xf yorrac, Ti tlx^eXelrai ^X P tTC ^ ajuaprij/icirwv aVaXXaa-- 
ffo/JiivT) rou^e TQV Koypov, if ov p.t& a.^aprrjpaTUf, idv iiri rj/e 
irpo&lt;Tv\ii p.vT]fj.oftvr]rf. , "Apa yap, t i rtc /3a&lt;TiXtuc TrpoffKeKpov- 

KOTllQ OV7W, sOpl(TTOUC TTOtJ/lTEttl tlTO. Ol TOVTOtQ Cta&lt;f&gt;fpOVT, OT6- 

&lt;pavov Tr\tL,avTf.G uTrep rwv kv rtyjwptate, avry TOVTOV TrpotTtvey- 
Ktiev OVK av avTolg aviaiv ^yy TU&gt;V KoXdffEwv ; Cyril. Hieros. 
Catech. Mysta&lt;r. v. p. 241. 

1 Qui autem non veniunt ad primam resurrectionem, sed ad 
secundam reservantur : isti urentur, donee impleant tempora 
inter primam c t secundam resurrectionem ; aut, si non imple- 
verint, diutius in supplicio permanebunt. Ideo ergo rogemus, 
ut in prima ri-surrcctioiu 1 partem habere mereamur. Ambros. 
Enarr. in Psalm. 1. Oper. col. 
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we have direct mention of a purgatorial fire, re 
specting which the two older writers, Tertullian 
and Cyril, notwithstanding that the former claimed 
to have received his doctrine from the Paraclete, 
say nothing distinct and specific. 

4. The times of Augustine immediately succeed 
the times of his master Ambrose : and it is not 
a little remarkable, that, although Ambrose had 
expressed his sentiments with a considerable de 
gree of positiveness, his pupil Augustine evinces a 
very odd sort of hesitation respecting the whole 
matter, which clearly enough indicates, that, in 
his days, the superstition had not been perfectly 
digested, though it was gradually acquiring strength 
and consistency. 

(1.) In his Treatise on Faith and Works, that 
great Father of the Western Church remarks : 
that, From the passage in which St. Paul speaks of 
the Jire trying every man s work and of the in 
dividual himself being saved yet so as by Jire, SOME 
deduced the opinion ; that persons, who had built 
wood or hay or stubble upon the true foundation, 
might, through certain Jiery punishments, be puri 
fied, so as to receive finally, by the merits of that 
foundation, the privilege of ultimate beatitude. 
Hence he allows, that, if such be really the case, 
those persons do well,, who would admit all comers 
indiscriminately, both good and bad, to the rite of 
Baptism. But then he at the same time main 
tains, that, if such a mode of inductive reasoning 
from a very obscure passage be admitted, the in- 
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evitable result will be : that numerous passages, 
which are neither obscure nor ambiguous, will 
stand convicted of speaking falsely. The plain 
consequence, therefore, is : that the interpretation 
of the obscure passage, for which SOME contend, 
cannot possibly be its true interpretation ! . 

Here, unless I wholly misunderstand him, Au 
gustine, upon the very rational principle that Ob 
scure fcd-fs itiitvt be expounded in dependent Itarmonif 
with texts ic/iich are not obscure, denies the doc 
trine of a Purgatory. 

(2.) Yet, in one of his discourses, we find him 
employing phraseology, which certainly imports, 
that, at that time, he had at least adopted some 
such indefinite speculation as that advocated by 
Tertullian and Cyril of Jerusalem. 

1 Quod (scil. 1 Corinth, iii. 10 15.) quidam ita intelligen- 
dum putant, ut illi videantur aedificare, super hoc fundamentum, 
aurum, argentum, lapides preciosos, qui fidei quae in Christo 
est bona opera adjiciunt : illi, autem, fcenum, ligna, stipulam ; 
qui, cum eandem fidem habeant, male operantur. Unde arbi- 
trantur, per quasdam pcenas ignis eos posse purgari ad salutern 
percipiendam merito fundamenti Si ergo haec omnia (scil. 1 
Corinth, xiii. 1. Jacob, ii. 14. 1 Corinth, vi. 9, 10. Galat. v. 19 
21. 1 Pet. iii. 21. Matt. xix. 17. Jacob, ii. 20. Matt. xxv. 
37, 41. 1 Corinth, xiii. 3.), et caetera quae innumerabilia per 
omnes Scripturas sine ambiguitate dicta reperiri possunt, falsa 
erunt : poterit verus esse ille intellectus de lignis et foeno et 
stipula, quod hi salvi erunt per ignem, qui, solam in Christum 
fidem tenentes, bona opera neglexerunt. Si autem ista et vera 
et clara sunt : proculdubio, in ilia Apostoli sententia alius re- 
quirendus est intellectus. August, de Fid. et Oper. c. xv. 
Oper. vol. iv. p. 28, 29. 
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Beyond all doubt, the dead are assisted, by the 
prayers of Holy Church, and by the salutary sacri 
fice, and by the alms which are given for the repose 
of their souls ; so that the Lord may deal with them 
more mercifully than their sins deserve : for this has 
been handed down by the Fathers, and is observed 
by the wliole Church Such exercises most assuredly 
profit the dead: but then those persons only are be 
nefited, who have so lived before death, that these 
things may be useful to them after death *. 

(3.) So again, in his Treatise on the eight Ques 
tions of Dulcitiiis, with most infelicitous disregard 
of the very opinion expressed by himself in his 
Treatise on Faith and Works, he half inclines to 
think : that the fire, which St. Paul mentions as 
burning the defective works of a Christian though 
the Christian himself is saved as by fire, may per 
haps be a Purgatory ; through the fire of which 
all must pass alike, whether they have built upon 

1 Orationibus vero sanctae Ecclesise, et sacrificio salutari, 
et eleemosynis, quae pro eorum spiritibus erogantur, non est 
dubitandum mortuos adjuvari : ut cum eis misericordius agatur 
a Domino, quam eorum peccata meruerunt. Hoc enim a Pa- 
tribus traditum universa observat Ecclesia, ut, pro eis qui in 
corporis et sanguinis Christi communione defuncti sunt, cum 
ad ipsum sacrificium loco suo commemorantur, oretur, ac pro 
illis quoqvie id offerri commemoretur Non omnino ambigen- 
dum est, ista prodesse defunctis ; sed talibus, qui ita vixerint 
ante mortem, ut possint eis haec utilia esse post mortem. Au 
gust, serm. xxxii. Oper. vol. x. p. 138, 

Perhaps it may be asked : Is this a genuine homily of 
Augustine ? It occurs in the Works of Bede. 
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the true foundation gold and silver and precious 
stones, or whether they have only accumulated 
upon it wood and hay and stubble. 

That some sucJi thing ay this occurs after the 
present life, is far, he observes, from being incredi 
ble . 

(4.) But, when he comes to treat directly of 
Purgatory itself, though still, with the same la 
mentable inconsistency, relying for his scriptural 
proof upon the self-same obscure and perfectly in 
decisive passage of St. Paul ; he speaks with al 
most as much positiveness, as if, in accordance 
with the vain pretence of the enthusiastic Ter- 
tullian, the silence of Christ had been subsequently 
remedied by a special revelation from heaven to 
himself in particular. 

By that transitory fire, concerning which the 
Apostle says ; He himseJf shall be saved, yet so as 
through fire : not deadly, but only minute, sins are 
purged- -Whoever it conscious that any deadly sin 
rides ii if/ii/i him, that person, unless he shaU have 
worthily reformed himself, and (if space be afforded 
him) s/ial/ have, done penance for a long time and 
shall have been bountiful in ahns-ginng and shall 
liave abstained from his sins : that person cannot be 

Tale liquid etiam post hanc vitam fieri incredibile non 
cst : et, iitriuu ita sit, quseri potest. Et aut inveniri, aut 
lau-re, nonnullos fideles per i^nein quendam purgatorium, 

([tianto ma-jis iuintis\v bona pereuntia dilexcrunt, tanto tardius 
citiusvi- salvari ? August, dr orto Dulcit. ciiucst. Oper. \&lt;&gt;1. iv. 
p. i?50. 

ii h 
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purged in the transitory fire, concerning which the 
Apostle speaks ; but the eternal fire will torment 
him without any remedy. As for minute sins, though 
they cannot slay the soul, yet they so deform it by a 
sort of leprosy, that, with difficulty, or at least with 
great confusion, they suffer it to receive the embrace 
of the heavenly bridegroom Let such sins, then, be 
redeemed, by continual prayer, and by frequent fast 
ing, and by larger alms, and above all by the for- 
gi re ness of our enemies: lest, when accumulated, 
they should sink the soul into perdition. But, what 
ever of those sins shall not have been thus redeemed, 
it must be purged in the fire mentioned by the Apos 
tle On this principle, if we thank God for depriv 
ing us of our friends or of our substance, confessing 
with true humility that we suffer less than we de 
serve : our sins will be purged in this present world ; 
so that, in the future world, that purgatorial fire 
shall find, either nothing, or certainly but little, to 
burn away. But, if we neither give thanks unto 
God in tribulation, nor buy off our sins by good 
works : we must, under such circumstances, remain 
in the fire of Purgatory just so long a time, as it 
may require to burn away our smaller sins, like 
wood and hay and stubble \ 

Illo enim transitorio igne, de quo dixit Apostolus ; Ipse 
autem salvus erit, sed lumen quasi per ignem : non capitalia, 
sed tninuta, peccata purgantur Quicunque enim aliqua de 
istis peccatis in se dominari cognoverit : nisi digne se emenda- 
verit, et, si habuerit spatium, longo tempore poenitentiam 
egerit, et largas eleemosynas erogaverit, et a peccatis ipsis 
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(5.) Thus, alter much vacillation (a vacillation, 
which plainly could never have occurred, had the 
modern latin doctrine been inranahlif the familiar 
doctrine of the entire Catholic Church from the 
rcri/ begittmng), Augustine seems finally to have 
adopted, so far as principle is concerned, the iden 
tical dogma of a future Purgatory which is now 

i 

held by the Church of Rome. . 

abstinuerit ; illo transitorio igne, de quo ait Apostolus, purgari 
non poterit, sed aeterna ilium flamma sine ullo reincdio crucia- 
bit. Quae autem sint niinuta peccata, licet omnibus nota sint : 
tamen, quia longum est ut omnia replicentur, opus est, ut eis 
vel aliqua nominemus Quibus peccatis licet occidi animam 
non credamus, ita tamen earn, velut quibusdam pastulis et quasi 
horrenda scabie replentia, deformem faciunt, ut earn ad am- 
pK-xus illius sponsi coelestis aut vix ant cum grandi confusione 
venire permittant Et ideo, continuis orationibus, et frequen- 
tibus jejuniis, et largioribus eleemosynis, et praecipue per 
indulgentiam eorum qui in nos peccant, assidue redimantur : 
ne forte, simul collecta, cumulum faciant, et demergant ani- 
mam. Quicquid enim de istis peccatis a nobis redemption non 
fuerit, illo igne purgandum est, de quo dixit Apostolus Aut 
enim, dum in hoc mundo vivimus, ipsi nos per poenitentiam 
fatigamus : aut, certe volente aut permittente Deo, rnultis 
trilmlutionibus pro istis peccatis affligimur : et, si Deo gntias 
animus, liberamur. Quod ita fit, si, quotiens maritus, aut 
uxor, aut films, moritur ; vel si substantia, quae a nobis plus 
quam oportet amatur, aufertur Tamen, si Deo, qui illam a 
nobis auterri velut pins pater permittit, tanquam boni filii 
gratias agamus, et minus nos pati quam meremur cmn vera 
humilitate proferanuis : ita peccata ipsa in hoc seculo pur- 
;antur; ut, in liituro. ilk- ignis purgatorius aut non inveniat, 
aut ci-rti- pariiin inveniat, quod exurat. Si. autcm. nee in 
tribulatione I)t-o uratia^ .i^inms. iu-e bom s operibus peccata 

H h -2 
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Yet, though, in principle, the Purgatory of Au 
gustine is the same as the Purgatory of the Latins : 
in its arrangement, it differs most widely and most 
essentially. 

According to the theory of the Roman Church, 
the soul, immediately after its separation from the 
body, passes into a present Purgatory : yet the 
duration and intensity of its sufferings, in that 
place of expiatory torment, may be abbreviated 
and relaxed by the prayers of the living. 

But, according to the theory of Augustine, the 
purgatorial fire, through which the leprous soul is 
doomed to pass, is the fire which consumes the 
world at the still future day of judgment : whence 
it would follow, that the prayers for the dead, re 
commended by that Father, are not prayers by 
which the soul may be liberated from a present 
Purgatory ; but that they are prayers, which may 
avail to give the soul a better passage through the 
yet fut lire transitory fire at the general consum 
mation ] . 

redimimus : ipsi tamdiu in illo purgatorio igne moras habe- 
bimus, quaimliu supradicta peccata minuta, tanquam ligna, 
fcenum, stipula, consumantur. August, de Ign. Purgat. serm. 
iv. Oper. vol. x. p. 382. 

1 Vespera autem i\\ajiiiis est seculi ; et caminus ille, veniens 
dies judicii : divisit, inter media ilia quae divisa erant, etiam 
caminus Sunt ergo quidam carnales, et tamen Ecclesiae 
gremio continentur, viventes secundum quendam modum suum 
Quicunque talis permanserit, et secundum quendam modum 
vitac aptum carnalibus, et de gremio Ecclesiae non recesserit, 
et non fuerit seductus ab haereticis, ut ex contraria parte clivi- 
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IV. The difference is striking: and it is a dif 
ference, which, in point of chronological arrange 
ment equally applies to the older, though still singu 
larly varying, theories of Tertullian and Ambrose. 

Tertullian, from the revelation of the Paraclete, 
contended for a sort of negative Purgatory ; which 
consisted rather in a delay of final complete hap- 

datur : veniet caminus ; et ad dextcram poni, sine camino, 
non poterit. Sed, si caminum pati non vult, pergat in turtu- 
rem et columbam. Qui potest capere, capiat. Si autem non 
sic erit ; et aedificaverit, super fundamentum, ligna, foeniun, 
stipulam ; id est, amores seculares, fundamento fidei suse, 
superaedificaverit : tamen, si in fundamento sit Christus, ut 
primum locum ipse habeat in corde et ei nihil omnino antepo- 
natur ; portantur tales, tolerantur et tales. Veniet caminus : 
incendet ligna, fcenum, stipulam. Ipse autem, inquit, salvus 
erit, sic tamen quasi per igncm. August. Enarr. in Psalm, ciii. 
cone. 3. Oper. vol. viii. p. 430. 

Qualis tune erit velut aurea per ventilationem, ita per jiidl- 
cium j.uru dfti noi-issimum, eis quoque igne mundatis, quibus 
talis numdatio necessaria est. August, de Civ. Dei. lib. xx. 
c. 25. Oper. vol. v. p. 253. 

N illiquid dicturus est quispiam hoc fidei tempus illi fini esse 
coaequandum, quando igne judicii noris.simi mundabuntur, qui 
ofterant hostias in justitia ? Ibid. c. 26. p. 253. 

It is not improbable, that Augustine may have borrowed 
this notion from a conjectural hint, which had been previously 
thrown out by Origen. See Orig. adv. Cels. lib. iv. p. 1 68, 
169. lib. v. p. 240, 241. lib. vi. p. 292, 293. The idea itself 
seems to have been ultimately taken from those successive 
purgatorial catastrophes of the world, whether by a deluge 
of water or by a deluge of fire, which constitute so conspicuous 
a feature in many of the ancient systems of theological philo 
sophy, both oriental and occidental. See Orig. adv. Cels. 
lib. iv. p. 173. lib- v. p. , 1 I. . ; 
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piness, than in any actual suffering of positive 
torment: and this negative Purgatory, in which 
less perfect souls are doomed to make expiation, 
until they shall have paid the last farthing, by 
severely experiencing that delayed hope which 
maketh he heart sick, he placed chronological/// 
between the first and the ultimate resurrection. 

Ambrose (though, where he learned the doc 
trine, does not appear) contended for a positive 
fiery Purgatory : and this positive Purgatory ; which 
now, so far as I am aware, first makes its appear 
ance, unless indeed something of the sort be 
insinuated by Cyril of Jerusalem ; he similarly 
placed between the two supposed successive re 
surrections, though in some cases he would ex 
tend it even beyond the ultimate. 

Augustine, when at length, after much hesi 
tation and after a total abandonment of his ap 
parently original opinion, he had adopted the 
speculation of a positive fiery Purgatory, chose, in 
his chronological arrangement of it, to differ both 
from Tertullian and from Ambrose : for, instead 
of placing it between the first and ultimate resur 
rection, he made it an appendage and concomitant 
of the final day of judgment ; supposing his positive 
purgatorial fire to be no other, than the fire which 
will consume the universe. 

Now, had the modern latin doctrine of Pur 
gatory been the doctrine of the Catholic Church 
from the very beginning, it were impossible that 
these strange variations could have occurred. As 
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Tertullian and Ambrose and Augustine mutually 
differ from each other : so, at present, does the 
Church of Rome differ from all the three. But 
this could never have taken place, had the modern 
latin speculation been the tinh*er$fitty rewired doc 
trine of the primitive Church. Therefore, even 
to say nothing of the direct testimonies againxt the 
unscriptural dogma of Purgatory, it is abundantly 
clear, from the very fact of ascertained variation, 
that that dogma, as now held and enforced by the 
innovating Church of Rome, was completed, only 
by slow degrees, and in the lapse of a considerable 
period. 



CHAPTER VI. 



SAINT-WORSHIP, IMAGE-WORSHIP, RELIC-WORSHIP, 
CROSS-WORSHIP. 



GRAVELY to sit down, for the purpose of demon 
strating from Scripture that The worship of any 
being save God is expressly prohibited, were mere 
trifling : for, in the present day, it would be a 
plain waste of time, which might be much more 
profitably employed. 

The Bible knows nothing of those paganising 
distinctions between relative worship and positive 
worship, by which the Church of Rome vainly at 
tempts to hide the deformity of her apostatic su 
perstition : a superstition, which, in actual prac 
tice, and even on the authority of some of her 
ablest members, is ever running into the most 
direct and most offensive idolatry . On the con- 

; To the abominations already noticed above, the reader 
may add the following notable decision of Gabriel Biel. 

Si fuerint imagines Christi ; adorantur eadem specie qua 
Christus, id est, ndoratione latrice : si, beatissimae Virginis ; 
hyperduliae. Gabr. Biel. super can. Miss. lect. -!!&gt;. 
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trary, as the Bible condemns the voluntary and 
unrequired humility of worshipping beatified spi- 

Was this Gabriel ever censured by his ecclesiastical superiors 
for his gross inculcation of idolatry ? If Dr. Trevern and Mr. 
Husenbeth wish to repel the charge preferred against their 
Church, let them produce the regular censure of the present 
most impudent culprit. The truth is, that, let the matter be 
speculatively disguised as it may, the pretended relative wor 
ship of images perpetually ; in practice, runs into the vilest 
idolatry, For instance, can the two following prayers, to a 
senseless image and an equally senseless cross, be viewed, by 
plain common sense, under any other aspect ? 

Salve sancta facies nostri Redemptoris, in qua nitet species 
divini splendoris, impressa nivei candoris ! Salve vultus Do 
mini imago beata ! Nos dednc ad j.ropria, felix figura ! 

Ave crux, spes unica ! Ange pits justitiam, rcisque dona 
reiiifim. 

The former of these two worse than silly prayers is addressed, 
I suppose, to the pretended impression of our Lord s counte 
nance on the two several napkins of Agbarus and Veronica : 
for that seems to be the image there invocated. Aringhi 
plainly tells us, without the least censure either from Pope or 
Cardinal, that this vain idol, is at once preserved as a bulwark 
ag;iinst mad image-breakers, and is offered to the faithful to be 
by them adored. 

[maginem hanc ab Edessenorum civitate translatam, con- 
digno ad haec usque tempora venerationis cultu in divi Silvestri 
ecclesia, veluti divinum quid et perenne sacrarum imaginum 
monumentum, pariter ac propugnaculum adversus insanos 
iconoclastas asservari, et SUM -ipit ndam Jidclibus ADORAXDAMQUE 
pro/oni. Aring. Rom. Subt. vol. ii. lib. v. c. 1. 

As a specimen of the trickery by which this contemptible 
idolatry is supported and advanced, Aringhi gravely tells us : 
that The images of the Blcwd I ir^in shine out continually by 
nen- &lt;tnd daily miracles, to the comfort of their votaries and to 
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rits : so it condemns all image-worship, on the 
plea, not only of its particular impiety, but like 
wise of its universal absurdity ; thus plainly, by 
the very necessity of its phraseology, making no 
difference between popish images of saints and 
pagan images of false divinities \ 

Omitting, then, the superfluity of a formal con 
futation from Scripture, I shall rather employ 
myself in establishing the historical FACT : that 
The early Church disavowed and rejected those cor 
ruptions of Saint-worship and Image-worship and 
Relic-zvorship and Cross-worship, which, however 
disguised and modified by vain explanations, are 
now the vindicated and established opprobrium of the 
Church of Rome. 

I. The first in order, among such abominations, 
comes the practice of Saint-worship : which in 
cludes, on the one hand, the worship of the Virgin 
Mary ; and, on the other hand, the worship of the 
angels. 

t he confusion of all gainsayers. He adds : Within these fen 
years, under every Pope successively, some or other of our sacred 
images, especially of the more ancient, have made themselves 
illustrious, and have acquired A PECULIAR WORSHIP AND VENE 
RATION, by the exhibition of fresh signs ; as it is notorious to 
all, mho dwell in this city. He then gives us a most ridiculous 
account of a miracle-working picture of St. Dominic, which 
(an t please you) came down from heaven in the year of grace 
1530. Ibid. vol. ii. p. 464. 

1 See, in particular, the magnificently contemptuous passage 
in Habak. ii. 1820. See also Isaiah xliv. 920. 
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1. From the notorious circumstance of our 
Lord being universally invocated, the early Chris 
tians not imfrequently prove, in the way of pro 
fessed argument, his true and essential divinity : 
and they rest their proof, partly upon the scriptural 
illegality of invocating any being save God, and 
partly upon the absurdity of fancying that any 
being save God can hear invocations addressed 
to him from every quarter of the universe. 

Now this argument were palpably inconclusive, 
if the persons, who employed it, had themselre* 
habitually invocated either angels or the souls of 
departed saints. 

Therefore such persons, by the very drift and 
necessary purport of their reasoning, could not 
have indulged in that vain and bootless super 
stition. 

(1) If Christ were only a man, argues Novatian 
about the middle of the third century ; how, when 
invocated, is lie every where present : for omni 
presence is the nature, not of man, but of God ? If 
Christ were only a man ; why, in our prayers, is a 
man invocated as our mediator : since, to afford us 

* c*/ 

salvation, the invocation of a man may well be 
deemed inefficacious \ 

1 Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique in- 
vocatus ; cum haec hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse 
otnni loco possit I Si homo tantummodo Christus, cur homo 
in orationibus mediator invocatur, cum invocatio hominis ad 
pra stnndam salut -m iiu-fHcax judicettir. Novat. de Trin. in 
Oper. Tertull. p. 610. 

13 
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(2.) We are fruit/ worshippers of God, says 
Athanasius in the fourth century : because we 
invocate no one of the creatures nor any mere man, 
but the Son who is by nature from God and true 
God ; made man indeed, yet not the less therefore 
the Lord himself and God and Saviour. Who 
would not justly admire this being : or who would 
not collect, that he must needs be somewhat truly 
divine J ? 

2. With the obvious and necessary purport of 
this general argument (an argument perfectly con 
clusive in the mouth of an Anglican, but an argu 
ment which can never be employed either with 
cogency or with consistency by a modern Roman 
ist), agree the direct testimonies of the ancient 
theologians. 

(1.) We may first hear, against the worship of 
the saints, the testimony of Augustine. 

Let not our point of religion be the worship of 
dead men. For, though they lived piously ; still 
they are not to be so accounted of, as requiring from 
us any such honours : but they rather wish us to 
worship him, through whose illumination they rejoice 
tit at we should be partners of their merit. They 
are to be honoured, therefore, on account of imita- 



(cotvov rivtt avBpwTrov dXXd TOV EK Qeov (ftvaei Kal a 
Qsov Ytov TOVTOV ce ytvo^itvov avdpwTrov, ou^ey I ITTOV 
UVTOV Kal QEOV (cat Swr&gt;7pa 5 7rtKraXou/i0a. Touro E rt c ow av 
dav/jLaffeuv ?j rt e ouc ai avvdero delov aXrjdwg fivat ro Trpdyyua ; 
Athan. contr. Arian. Orat. iv. Oper. vol. i. p. 275. 
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lion ; not to be prayed to, on account of re 
ligion . 

(2.) Let us next, against the worship of angels, 
hear the testimony of Origen. 

Ha ring learned to call those beings ang0lt,Jrom 
their official character of messengers ; we find them 
also, in the Sacred Scriptures, styled gods, on ac 
count of their being (Urine. Yet they are not so 
styled, as if we were commanded to venerate and to 
worship them in the place of God ; since they are 
only mere ministering agents, who convey to us Gods 
blessings. For all supplication and prayer and in 
tercession and thanksgiving we must offer up to God 
who is ahoi e all, through the It ring Word and God 
who is a high-priest superior to all angels To in- 
rocate angels, indeed, when men know so little about 
them, were itself irrational : but, eren on the sup 
position that we were ecer so well acquainted with 
sucli mytterioiu wonders ; still this my/ supposed 
knowledge, while it was setting forth their nature 
and their respectire offices, would forbid us pre 
sumptuously to pray to any other than the all-suf 
ficient Deity through the Son of God our Saviour 2 . 

Non sit nobis religio cultus hominum mortuornm. Qui;i. 
si pie vixi runt, non sic habentur, ut talus qiuvrant bonores : 
scd illinn a nobis coli volunt, quo illuniinanu- hotantur ineriti 
sui nos esse consorti .s. Honorandi sunt ergo propU-r imita- 
tiotu-u), non adorandi propter religionein. August, do UT. 

c. Iv. Opor. vol. i. p. 317. 

Tovroi/e &lt;/ uyytXovc UTTO rov inyov a vTwv ^t^adi] 
, ^pi(7ko^v avrovc, cia TO dtiovc tnut, Kal 6eov$ ii&gt; 
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(3.) Let us next, against the worship of the 
Virgin Mary specifically, hear the testimony of 
Epiphanius. 

After censuring at great length the collyridian 
heretics for invocating the Virgin as a sort of god 
dess, and after declaring that Christians ought not 
indecorously to venerate the saints but rather him 
who is their sovereign lord and master : he sums 
up the whole with the following most wholesome 
admonition. 

Let Mary be held in honour: but let the Father 
and the Son and, the Holy Ghost be worshipped. 
As for Mary, let no one worship her \ 



Itoa iQ iroTt ovoua^ouivove ypa&lt;f&gt;a~c. AXX ov-% 
aeadai rju iv roug cJtaKovovvrae, KOI (j&gt;epov-aQ iju iv TO. TOV Qeov, 
aefieiv KCII TrpoaKvvelv avrl-rov Qeov. Tlaaav uev yap lei)(rn&gt; teat 
Trpoaev^v Kal evTev^iv Kal ev^apiortav avairip.TrTf.ov TU&gt; tirl 
ira.cn Qey, ta TOV ETTI iravTW ayyiXwv ap^itptwe, iu^v-^uv 
Aoyou Kal Qeov Ayye\ovg yap KaXeaai pfj avaXa/jovrac 
virep aVQpwTTOvg TTfpt avraiv 7rirr&gt;//Ltr/v, OVK (.vXoyov tva c) 
ca6 virodeffiv ?/ Trepi avTWV 7riOTj;^&gt;/, davpuews TIQ oiiaa 







Kal i&lt;f&gt; OIQ tlffiv tKaaTOi TtTaynivoi, OVK laati tiXXw flappttv 
0ai, i*; rw Trpog Travra ^tapk Ei ETTI Train 0W, ta TOV Swr^pog 
Ytou TOV Qeov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. p. 233, 
Ev Ttuy evTU) Mapia 6 ^e IIar/)p, Kal YJoe, Kal " Aywv 
\lveuua, TrpoaKvveiaBa) TTJV Maptav ur)SetQ TrpoaKwetTW. Epiph. 
cont. haer. lib. iii. torn. ii. haer. 79. See also haer. 78. 

Epiphanius strongly reprehends the then nascent heresy of 
worshipping the Virgin in the place of a divinity: aVrt deov 
-avTr)v Trapeicrayeiy effTrov^aKoraQ Kal a-rrovca^ovTac. Yet, in 
the lamentably corrupt practice of modern Rome, Mary, as we 
learn from the Office of the Blessed Virgin, is invocated as 
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IJ. From Smnt^worthip, let us proceed to Image- 
worship. 

1. The early Christians perpetually ridiculed 
the image-worship of the Pagans, as the very 
quintessence of unmingled absurdity : nor did 

the Queen of heaven. Are Rcgina coclorum ! This shameless 
idolatry is a precise adaptation, to the Virgin Mary, of the 
identical worship, formerly offered up to Astoreth or Isis under 
the self-same title of the Queen of heaven. See Jerem. xliv. 1 7. 

The nature of the worship is but too evident from a scanda 
lous perversion of the whole book of the Psalms, which I 
remember to have myself once encountered. Some zealous 
adorer of this paganised Queen of heaven had actually travestied 
all the Psalms, by throughout industriously introducing the 
name of Mary in the place of the name of Jehovah ! 

How in practice the Virgin is worshipped, appears from an 
inscription, placed, without any reprehension or censure, over 
the principal gate of one of the great churches of Florence in 
the year 1711. 

Janua ccelestis beneficii. Janua salutis. Ipsam Virginem 
attendite. Transite ad me omnes, qui concupiscitis me Qui 
me invenerit, inveniet vitam, et hauriet salutem a Domino. 
.\tnto cnim est, qui salvus fiat, O sanctissimtt, nisi per te. 
Nemo eat, qui Hbcretur a mails, nisi per te. Nemo est, cttjits 
inlscreatur gratia, nisi per te Maria, profecto, omnibus mise- 
ricordia; sinum aperit, ut dc plen/tudine ejus accipiant itniversi : 
captivus, redemptionem ; aeger, curationem ; tristis, consola- 
tionem ; peccator, veniam ; Justus, gratiam ; angelus, lactitiam ; 
tnta Trinitas, gloriam. See Middeton s Letter from Rome. 
Pref. Disc. p. 45. 

With this detestable blasphemy, which, as Epiphanius speaks, 
exhibits the Virgin in the place of a divinity, the idolatrous 
prayers in her Office but too faithfully correspond. 

Sahi-. Hri/ina ! Matt r uiisericordijc, vita, dulcedo, &lt; 
no-tra, &gt;alvi ! Ad te clumuums, exult-* tilii Kvse ! 
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they ridicule it one jot the less, when the Pagans 
vindicated the silly practice on the precise ground 
that the Romanists still continue to vindicate it ; 
on the ground, namely, that The worship was not 
absolute but relative, or (as the Tridentine Fathers 
express it) that The honour paid to the images is 
referred to the prototypes which the images re 
present. 

Now, from the very necessity of the case, it is 
obvious, that persons, who thus ridiculed all 
image-worship whether positive or relative, could 
by no possibility have been themselves image-wor 
shippers under any aspect or under any modified 
explanation : for, if they, either positively or re- 
lat trely, had worshipped (as the Council of Trent 
speaks) the images of Christ and the virgin mo 
ther of God and the other saints ; they would 
plainly have subjected themselves to a complete 
and most triumphant retort courteous from the 
Pagans, whom they inconsistently ridiculed for 
doing the very thing, which they were all the 
while doing themselves. 

Nor would any distinction, which they might 
have been pleased to draw between Christian saints 
and heathen gods, have in. the least saved them 
from the force of the well merited retort. If the 
relative worship of images, as avowedly practised 
by the Pagans, were in itself a fitting subject of 
just ridicule : the relative worship of images, as 
confessedly practised by the Christians, must in 
itself be equally deserving of indignant satire. 
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The ridicule of the early ecclesiastical writers 
touched the inherent- absurdity of image-worship 
as such : whether that worship were potiitire, as it 
was doubtless practised by the besotted vulgar ; 
or whether it were relative, as the educated Pagans 
delighted to explain it. Hence, had they them 
selves been consciously addicted to image-worship 
either positire or relative, they could never have 
dared to ridicule the self-same practice on the part 
of the Pagans : or, had they strangely adventured 
upon so palpable an inconsistency, they could by 
no possibility have escaped the hearty and joyous 
laugh of the perfect retort courteous. 

You Christians ridicule our image-worship for 
sooth, on the professed ground of its absolute and 
inherent absurdity : and yet your own churches 
are actually crowded with images, to which you 
offer up that identical relative worship which in 
our case you take upon yourselves to deride. Let 
Clodius reform himself, ere he kindly undertake 
the reformation of others. 

Were I an African or a Hindoo, such assuredly 
would be the answer which / should make to a 
latin missionary ; who, with the tridentine deci 
sion in his mouth and with a worshipped crucifix 
in his hand, should rashly attempt to ridicule the 
venerable and ancient image-worship of my re 
mote forefathers. 

Let us now attend to the language and the rea 
soning of the old ecclesiastical writers. 

i i 
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(1.) // were absurd, says Clement of Alex 
andria,, as the very philosophers confess, that man, 
who is the playtliing of God, should make God: it 
were absurd, ihat the Deity himself should be made 
hy a childish contrivance. For that, which is pro 
duced, must needs be similar to ihat, from which it 
is produced But images, wrought by mean artizans, 
are produced from worthless materials. Therefore, 
they themselves must be worthless and material and 
profane . 

(2.) When the devil, says Tertullian, introduced 
into the world manufacturers of statues and images 
and representations of every description : that rude 
trafficking of hit man calamity derived both its name 
and its profit from idols. Hence every art, which 
produces an idol in wliatsoever manner, becomes the 
head of idolatry Consequently, every form or di 
minutive image must be called an idol God pro 
hibited, as much the malting of an idol, as the wor 
shipping of it Wherefore, to eradicate the very 
substratum of idolatry, the divine Law proclaims ; 
Ye shall not make an idol: and it forthwith subjoins 
to tins proclamation ; Nor the likeness of the things, 



1 TfXoiov piv r av Hi], wg avroi fyaaiv oi 
OVTO. itaiyviov Qeov Qeov tpyal^eadai, cat yiyvtaQai 7rate&gt;tae 
T\vT) TOV QtoV tTTf.1 TO ytvoperov, TO.VTOV cat opocoy ry it, uv 
yivtrai Ta 3e Trpoc ttv6pnrttv fia.i avffti)v /caraucEua^o^tcva 
dyaXpard re cat tfpa cc TJ/C vA^g rijf dpyfjg ylvtraC &OTf. cat 
aura av etij a pya cat v\tca cat /3f /3^Xa. Clem. Alex. Strom. 
lib. vii. Oper. p. 714. 



13 
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n hich arc in hearen, and u hich arc in earth, and 
-u hich are in the sea \ 

(3.) We, says Origen, deem those the most igno 
rant : who are not ashamed, to address life lew 
things, to petit/on the weak for health, to ask life 
from the dead, to pray for help from the most de 
spicably needy. And, though some may allege, that 
tl/cse images are not gods but only their symbols 
and representations: even such persons, fancying 
that imitations of the Deity can be made by the 
hands of some mean artizan, are not a wliit less 
ignorant ami slavish and uninstructed. From tJils 
sottish stupidity, the very lowest and least informed 
of us Christians are exempt 2 . 

! Ubi artifices statuarum et imaginum et omnis generis 
simulachrorum diabolus seculo intulit ; rude illud negotium 
humanae calamitatis, et nomen de idolis, consequutum est, et 
profectum. Exinde jam caput facta est idololatriae ars omnis, 
quae idolum quoque modo edit Igitur omnis forma vel formula 
idolum se dici exposcit Idolum tarn fieri quam coli Dens 
prohibet Propter hanc causam, ad eradicandam scilicet mate- 
riam idololatriae, Lex divina proclamat ; Ne feceritis idolum : 
et conjungens ; Neque similitudincm eorum, (juce in coclo sunt, 
et quce in terra, ct quce in mari. Tertull. de Idol. Oper. 
p. 729. 

Tertullian seems to carry the matter so far, as to prohibit 
the whole art of statuary. But this very exaggeration, un 
tenable as it is, adds to the value of his testimony. For he 
could never have proscribed the art as an art, if the Christians 
of his day notoriously even generated images. The retort 
from Paganism would, in that case, have been too obvious : 
Physician, heal thyself. 

\\p.t~iQ ct uTraiciVTOTarovf tyaptv rove pi] aloyQrvojUVOVt ir 
rw rote a ^vx ot C xpua\a\iiv, Kal Trepl ptv vyieme ro dffOt V tin- 
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(4.) You Pagans allege, says Arnobius, that 
you worship the gods through the medium of images. 
What then ? Even if there were no images in exist 
ence, could the gods be ignorant that they were wor 
shipped : could the gods fancy, that you paid them 
no honours ? You tell us, that they receive your 
prayers and supplications through the medium of a 
sort of go-betweens Now what can be more injuri 
ous, more contumelious, more hard, than to know a 
god, and yet to supplicate another thing; than to 
expect assistance from a deity, and yet to deprecate 
a senseless representation^. 

(5.) It is manifest, says the Christian speaker in 
the Dialogue of Minucius Felix, that your gods 
were mere men, whom we know both to have been 



Kll\OVf.lfVOVQ, TTEpl C) w/e TO VEKQOV (l^lOV^TCtQ, TTfpt C&gt; (.T 

V / f f fr tt r. \ \ ~ / T 

TO aTTOpWTaTOf IKLTEVOVTU.. Kd TIVQ CE p.ij TCtVTCt (fXtfflV EIVO.I 

roug deovg, a XXa fUfuiftarttv a \7/0u wj/ KtiKdi uty avfj.fio\a ovctv 
Kal OVTOI, kv fiavavawv X P ffL r * 1 ft ^ /MdT-a Trjc deiOTT)TOQ 
i ttvai, dmlScvrol eiai KCU dvCofnro^a /cat dp.a.Qiic, 



f.(T%a.TOV T&V iv iifj.lv 

l TT] dpadlas. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 284. 

1 Deos, inquitis, per simulachra veneramur. Quid ergo ? 
Si haec non sint, coli se dii nesciunt, nee impertiri a vobis 
ullum sibi existimabunt honorem ? Per tramites ergo quosdam, 
et per quaedam fidei commissa, ut dicitur, vestras sumunt 
atque accipiunt cultiones : et, antequam hi sentiant, quibus 
illud debetur obsequium, simulachris litatis prius, et velut re- 
liquias quasdam aliena ad illos ex auctoritate transmittitis. Et 
quid fieri potis est injuriosius, contumeliosius, durius, quam 
deum alterum scire, et rei alteri supplicare : opem sperare de 
numine, et nullius sensus ad effigiem deprecari ? Arnob. adv. 
gent. lib. vi, p. 195. 
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born and to /tare died. Yet who doubts, that the 
vulgar adore and publicly worship their consecrated 
images ? How comes one of these gods into exist 
ence ? Why, truly, lie is cast in a would, or lie is 
hewn out of a block, or he is carved with a tool! 
As yet, however, saving your pretence, he is not a 
god. Lo, he is ballasted, he is hoisted up, he is set 
fairly upon his legs ! Still, mind you, he is not a 
god. At last, he is ornamented, he is consecrated, 
he is adored! Now, a n t please you, he is a god 
every inch of him *. 

(6.) What madness is if, says Lactantius, either 
to fashion images which they themselves may after 
ward fear, or to fear images which they themselves 
hare fashioned ! We do not fear the images them 
selves, they tell us ; but those beings, after whose 
similitude they are fashioned, and by whose names 
they are consecrated Why, then, do not you raise 
your eyes to heaven? Why do you turn to walls 
and stocks and stones, rather than look thither where 
you believe your gods to be 2 ? 

Manifestum est, homines illos fuisse, quos et natos legi- 
mus, et mortuos scimus. Quis ergo dubitat, horum imagines 
consecratas vulgus orare et publice colere ? Quaiulo, igitur, 
hie nascitur ? Ecce, funditur, fabricator, scalpitur ! Nondum 
deus est. Ecce, plumbatur, construitur, erigitur ! Nee adhuc 
deus est. Ecce, ornatur, consecratur, orattir ! Tune, postremo, 
di-us r&gt;t. Minuc. Pel. Octav. p. 217, 

Quae, igitur, amentia est, aut t-a fingi-n-, quae ipsi postmo- 
dnm timeant ; aut thm-iv, i;ii;e finM-rim ! \&lt;&gt;n ijisa, inquiunt, 
tiiiumits; sed cos, ad quorum i/nti^un m f &lt;n -t&lt;i, d &lt;mornw nomi- 
nibus cunsccrata sunt Cur, igitur, ocglos in coclum non tolliti- 
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2. With the necessary tenor of this language ; 
which the Tridentine Fathers might have studied 
to some advantage, ere they taught us, that (in 
Christian churches !) the honour paid to images is 
referred to the prototypes which they represent : 
with the necessary tenor of this language, the di 
rect testimony, that The primitive believers ab 
horred all image-worship however disguised with 
the old pagan pretence of relative adoration, per 
fectly and unequivocally agrees. 

(1.) Let us first hear Clement of Alexandria. 

An image, truly, is mere dead matter, fashioned 
by the hand of the artizau. But, with us Christians, 
there is no sensible representation formed out of 
sensible matter. God, the alone true God, is our 
intellectual image ! . 

(2.) Let us next hear Minucius Felix. 

Why, asks the pagan disputant Cecilius, have 
the Christians no altars, no temples, no known 
images ? Why need they affect such secrecy, unless 
their worship were something shameful and richly 
meriting punishment ? Whence, or what, or where, 
is that one solitary God, with whom neither Re 
publics nor Monarchies are acquainted? What 
strange monsters, what portents, do Christians de- 

Cur ad parietes et ligna et lapides potissimum, quam illo 
spectatis, ubi eos esse creditis. Lactant. Divin. Instit. lib. ii. 
2. p. 141. 

"E&lt;m yap we a\r)6wg TO ayafym 
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c TO ciyatyta kaTiv 6 Oeofj o [Movog OVTWC Ocof. Clem. Alex. 
Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 34. 
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How prodigious their doctrine, 1 1/ (it their 
, forsooth, wliom they eau neither shew nor .syr, 
diligently inquires into (ill tlieir thoughts and ac 
tions } ! 

Do you fancy ; replies the Christian disputant 
Octavius, when in regular course he comes to an 
swer this objection of his opponent: do I/OK fancy, 
that, if we hare no temples and altars, we hide what 
ice worship? What image can I fashion for God 2 ? 

(3.) Let us next hear Origen. 

Celsus remarks, that we have neither altars nor 
images nor temples We ought not to dedicate 
images constructed by the ingenuity of artizans. 
The best images are those formed by God s word 
within us: namely, the imitations of those exemplars 
of justice and temperance and manliness and wisdom 
and piety and all other virtues, which are so con 
spicuous in Christ 3 . 

1 Cur nullas aras habent, templa nulla, nulla nota simulachra, 
nunquam palam loqui, nunquam libere congregari ; nisi illud, 
quod colunt et interprimunt, aut puniendum est, aut puden 
dum ? Unde autem, vel quis ille, aut ubi Deus unicus, soli- 
tarius, destitutus ; quern non gens libera, non regna, non 
saltern Roraana superstitio, noverunt ? At etiam Cliristiani, 
quaenam monstra, quoo portenta, confingunt ! Deum ilium 
suum, quern nee ostendere possunt nee videre, in omnium 
mores, actus omnium, verba denique et occultas cogitationes 
diligenter inquirere ! Minuc. Fel. Octav. p. 91 95. 

2 Putatis autem, nos occultare quod colimus ; si delubra et 

non habemus ? Quod enim simulaclirum Deo fiugam ? 
Minuc. Fel. Octav. p. 313. 

raura it i&gt; K.t\ffoc fynaiv 11/^fu pw/jovg Kat uya\- 
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3. When the deadly superstition of image-wor 
ship, since ratified as part and parcel of genuine 
Christianity both by the second Council of Nice 
and by the yet later Council of Trent, began 
stealthily to creep into the declining Church : we 
find, that it was steadily opposed, and that its true 
origin was distinctly perceived, by those who ad 
vocated the pristine purity of evangelical worship. 

(1.) Epiphanius, in the fourth century, as he 
himself distinctly informs us, entering into a 
church at Anablatha for the purpose of prayer, 
observed upon a suspended veil the representa 
tion of an image either of Christ or of some saint; 
which of the two, the good Father did not pre 
cisely recollect. Moved at the sight of a human 
image in a church of Christ so notoriously con 
trary to the authority of the Scriptures, he rent it 
without further ceremony, and advised the keepers 
of the place to use it as a shroud for some dead 
pauper. The conduct of the zealous Bishop, who 
deemed the polluted tapestry fit for nothing but a 
winding-sheet (dead to the dead !) produced, he 
tells us, a certain measure of murmuring. In that 
early stage of corruption, however, the keepers, 



para KCLI ve^c itipvedai fet-yety AyaX^ara e /cat TrpeVovra 



ciXX IITTO Xoyou Qcov Tpa.vovp.era cat popfyovpeva iv i]p~iv, at 
dptrat, pipijpaTa rvy^avovaai TOV Trpwroro/cou Tra^e KriatMc, iv 
w ian iKa.ioavvi}s, KOL aVopt tac, /cat erofyiaz, /ecu t vtrefieiaf, /cat 
T&V \oiirCjv rtperwy, TrapacWy^ara. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. 
p. 389. 
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though evidently out of humour at the fate of 
their embroidered trumpery, only ventured to re 
quire, that Epiphanius should give them a new 
veil in the place of that which he had torn. This 
he readily promised them to do : meaning, doubt 
less, to give them a decent plain veil instead of 
the tawdry ornament wherewith they had dis 
guised their oratory . 

(2.) The old author of the Clementine Recog 
nitions, who is at least useful as a witness what 
ever may be his other qualities, ascribes the in 
troduction of image-worship to the prince of 
darkness. 

In his time, he remarks, the devil was wont, 
through some of his agents, to allege, as a de 
cent and honest plea for image-worship, that 

1 Praeterea audivi quosdam murmurare contra me, quia, 
quando simul pergebamus ad sanctum locum qui vocatur Be 
thel ut ibi collectam tecum ex more ecclesiastico facerem, et 
venissem ad villam quae dicitur Anablatha, vidissemque ibi 
praeteriens lucernam ardentem, et interrogassem quis locus esset, 
didicissemque esse ecclesiam, et intrassem ut orarem : inveui 
ibi velum pendens in foribus ejusdem ecclesiae, tinctum atque 
depictum, et habens imaginem quasi Christi vel sancti cujus- 
dam ; non enim satis memini, cujus imago fuerit. Cum ergo 
hoc vidissem in ecclesia Christi, contra auctoritatem Scriptura- 
rum, hominis pendere imaginem : scidi illud ; et magis dedi 
consilium custodibus ejusdem loci, ut pauperem mortuum i-o 
obvolverent et efferrent. Illique, contra murmurante.s, dixe- 
runt : Si scindcre volucrat, justum crat, ut aliud darcl ccluni 
(iti/uc initltii-i t. Quod cum audissem, me daturum t-s.sf polli- 
citus sum, ft illico esse missurum. Epiphan. ad Joun. Episc. 
Hieros. Epist. in oper. Hieron. vol. li. p. 177. 
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Visible images were adored only to the honour of 
the invisible God. 

This pretence of the innocence and propriety 
of relative image-worship, though it has been sub 
sequently ratified by the theological wisdom of at 
least two collective Ecumenical Councils, he pro 
nounces to* be most assuredly false 1 . 

(3.) Eusebius gives us an account of certain 
images of Christ and the woman who had been 
healed of a bloody flux, which, he says, were ex 
tant in his time at Paneas or Cesarea-Philippi. 

For this strange unseemly circumstance, and 
likewise for representations of Paul and Peter and 
Christ himself graphically depicted with colours, 
he very rationally and very truly accounts on the 
principle, that such a practice, in point of origina 
tion, was apparently pagan 2 . 

1 Per alios item serpens ille proferre verba hujuscemodi 
solet : Nos ad honorem invisibilis Dei imagines visibiles adora- 
mus : quod certissim^ falsum est. Clement. Recog. lib. v. 
23. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 552. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. v. 
14. p. 550. 

! Kat Qav /JLaarov ou^ev TOV% irdXai e iQvtiv EVEjoyerijOtVrae 

TTpOg TOV 2wr&gt;/pO fyuwV, TO.VTO. TTETTOirj/CfVcU* OTE KUl TWV dwOff- 

ToXiav avrov rag EiKovag Hav\ov KCU Ulrpov KO.I avrov ()&gt;) TOV 
Xptarov, Sia ^pw^tarwj iv ypa^ale erw^o/xtVog t(rrop? /(Ta/iev we 
tu oe Tu&gt;y TraXaitov ctTrajOa^i/XakTwg ola arwrfipae, EGNIKHt 
SYNH0ElAt, Trap ecu/role rovrov ripq-v eiwflorwv rov rpOTrov. 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 18. 

Valesius, jealous (I suppose) that Eusebius should have 
arranged Paul before Peter, somewhat amusingly, in his latin 
version, carefully restores to Peter his due precedence. Apos- 
tolorum Pcfri ac Pauli. If Dr. Trevern and Mr. Husenbeth 
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(1.) The corruption, though long opposed by 
every enlightened Christian, had certainly begun 
to steal into the Church even before the time of 
Constantino : for, otherwise, we cannot account 
for the appearance of the thirty sixth canon of 
the provincial Council of Elvira, which strenu 
ously censures and prohibits it. 

// licit li seemed good to us, that pictures ought not 
to be admitted into a church : lest that should be 
painted upon walls, which is worshipped and adored . 

Such a canon would scarcely have been made, 
unless experience had shewn, that the mere orna 
mental introduction of pictures, however innocent 
/";/ the abstract, had yet practically led to some 
odious abuses, which the Council wisely laboured 
to abolish, at their very commencement, by re 
moving the incidental cause. 

(5.) Unhappily, the prudent decision of the 
Council of Elvira was neglected or disregarded : 
and, in process of time, the result was a case of 
flagrant idolatry. Yet still, though the case oc 
curred even so late as the close of the sixth cen 
tury, there was not wanting a faithful episcopal 
witness to oppose and protest against the crying 
abomination. 

had never taken any greater liberties with the old ecclesiastical 
writers, I should have had small reason to complain of their 
proceeding 

1 Placuit, picturas in fccli-sia I sso n&lt;m debe.ro : ne, quod 
eolitur avit adoralur, in parietibus depingatur. Ccmcil. Elib. 
can. xxx vi. 
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Serenus, Bishop of Marseilles, finding it im 
possible to prevent his people from worshipping 
the images which had been unadvisedly set up in 
the churches, forthwith, like a faithful and vigi 
lant pastor, brake the contemptible puppets in 
pieces. For this action, he was censured by Pope 
Gregory : not, however, on the ground that the 
people had not committed idolatry, for this was 
most fully allowed by the Roman Prelate ; but on 
the totally different ground, that images might be 
employed as a useful mean of conveying instruction 
to the illiterate, though any worship of them ought 
to be strictly prohibited*. 



1 The Bishop of Strasbourg, according to his wont, has 
grievously tampered with the narrative of these transactions. 

He exhibits Serenus, as being only officiously and superflu 
ously anxious to prevent that idolatry, which he thought very 
probably would take place. Whereas, the truth of the matter 
was, that the idolatry, as might easily have been anticipated 
from the vile unscriptural practice of setting up images in 
churches, actually had taken place, and that good Serenus 
brake the miserable puppets on that very account. 

I. Dr. Trevern s statement runs, in his own precise words, 
as follows. 

Ecoutez, je vous prie, Monsieur, ce qu ecrivoit un grand 
pape a un eveque de Marseille, qui, par un zele inconsidere, 
avoit brise les images des saints, sous le pretexts qu il ne fan! 
2&gt;as les adorer. Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 353. 

Not a hint is here given, that the foul act of idolatry had 
actually been perpetrated : on the contrary, the English Lay 
man, by the very turn of the sentence, is industriously led to 
conclude, that the excellent Serenus was a fiery and inconsi 
derate zealot, who strenuously laid about him right and left, 
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How much more wisely Serenus judged than 
Gregory, has been lamentably shewn by the sub- 



the idle trumped up pretext, that the worthy Massi- 
lians would certainly be taking to worship the images, when all 
the while (good honest souls!) such a phantasy had never 
once entered into their imaginations. 

Such, plainly, is the Bishop s version of the matter : and, 
accordingly, lest his english friend should be in any danger of 
misunderstanding that version, he supplies him with the follow 
ing very extraordinary translation of Pope Gregory s comment 
upon the affair. 

Si vous aviez defendu qu on les adore, nous n aurions qu 
a vous louer. Mais nous vous blamons de les avoir brisees. 
Dites-moi, mon frere, avez-vous entendu dire que quelque 
pretre ait jamais fait ce que vous avez fait ? Au defaut de 
toute autre, une consideration devoit vous retenir, celle de ne 
pas vous croire le seul saint, le seul sage, parmi vos confreres : 
autre est d adorer la peinture ; autre, d apprendre par elle ce 
qu il faut adorer. Ce que 1 Ecriture montre a ceux qui sa- 
vent lire, la peinture le montre aux idiots qui ne savent que 
regarder. Saint Greg, le Gr. Epi. a Serenus. an. 590. See 
Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 353. 

II. Let us now hear Pope Gregory s own version of the 
matter, in his two successive epistles to Serenus on the sub 
ject. 

1 . Gregorius Sereno Episc. Massil. Quod fraternitati vestrae 
tarn sera scripta transmittimus, non hoc torpori, sed occupa 
tion!, deputate. Latorem vero praesentium dilectissimum fi- 
lium Cyriacum, monasterii patrem, vobis in omnibus commen- 
damus, ut nulla hunc in Massiliensi civitate mora detineat, sed 
ad fratrem coepiscopum nostrum Syagrium, cum sanctitatis 
; oe solatio, Deo protegente, proficiscatur. Praeterea indico 
dud urn ad nos pervenisse, quod fraternitas vestra, QUOSDAM 
IMAGINUM ADORATORES ASPtciENS, easdem in ecclesiis imagines 
confregit atque projecit. Ei quidem zelum tos, ne q tid manti- 
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sequent edicts of the two Councils of Nice and 
Trent. The case is adduced simply to shew, that, 

factum adorari posset, habuisse laudavimus / sed frangere 
easdem imagines non debuisse, indicamus. Idcirco enim pic- 
tura in ecclesiis adhibctur, lit hi, qui literas nesciunt, saltern 
in parietibus videndo, legant quae legere in codicibus non 
valent. Tua ergo fraternitas, et illas servare, et ab earutn 
adoratu populum prohibere, debuit : quatenus et literarum 
nescii haberent unde scientiam historiae colligercnt, et populua 
in picturae adoratione minime peccaret. Gregor. Epist. lib. ix. 
epist. 105. 

2. Gregorius Sereno Episc. Massil. Convocandi sunt dis- 
persi Ecclesise filii, eisqite Scriptures Sacrce eat testimoniis os- 
tendendum, quia omne manufactum adorari non licet ; quoniam 
scriptum est : Dom mum Deum tuum adorabis, et illi soli ser- 
vies. Ac deinde subjungendum, quia picturas imaginum, quae 
ad aedificationem imperiti populi fuerant factae, ut, nescientes 
literas, ipsam historiam intendentes, quid actum sit discerent. 

QuiA TRANSISSE IN ADORATIONEM VIDERAS, IDCIRCO COMMOTUS 

ES, UT EAS IMAGINES FRANGi PR^ECIPERES. Atque eisdem di- 
cendum : si ad hanc instructionem, ad quam imagines antiqui- 
tus factae sunt, habere vultis in ecclesia, eas modis omnibus et 
fieri et haberi permitto. Atque indica, quod non tibi ipsa 
visio historiae, quae pictura teste pendebatur, displicuerit : SED 

ILLA ADORATIO, QU& PICTURIS FUERAT INCOMPETENTER EXHI- 

BITA. Atque, in his verbis eorum mentes demulcens, eos ad 
concordiam tuam revoca. Et, siquis imagines facere voluerit, 
minime prohibe : adorari vero imagines omnibus modis veto. 
Sed hoc sollicite fraternitas tua adinoneat, ut ex visione rei 
gestae ardorem compunctionis percipiant, et in adoratione so- 
lius omnipotentis sanctae Trinitatis humiliter prosternantur. 
Gregor. Epist. lib. xi. epist. 13. aliter 9. 

III. Dr. Trevern s reply to my charge against him, of wil 
fully suppressing and perverting the important FACT, that the 
Massilians had actually been guilty of worshipping their 
images, and that this foul deed of really perpetrated idolatry 
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cvon so late as the close of the sixth century, the 
Church still possessed such a witness as Screnus. 

was the moving cause which led Screnus to demolish the mis- 
( fiii i (,us trumpery, is certainly one of tin- most remarkable 
performances I ever chanced to encounter. 

First, he describes himself as being compelled to reestablish 
the FACT ; which fact, though I had faithfully given Gregory s 
two successive epistles in his own precise original words, he, 
with astonishing assurance, alleges to have been mutilated by 
me. 

Next, he professes himself to feel nothing save disgust and 
pity fur my conduct : though the whole of my conduct was 
simply an exposure of his conduct, by the very simple process 
of a fair and honest adduction of the original documents on 
which the entire question depended. 

And, lastly, by a more accurate citation from Pope Gregory 
than that which he had previously given, he at length absolutely 
confesses the occurrence of the precise FACT, which I had 
before very truly charged him with wilfully suppressing and 
perverting : for he now admits Gregory to have written to 
Serenus ; SEEING SOME PERSONS ADORE THE IMAGES in the church, 
you have broken them. Answ. to Diffic. of Roman, p. 29 31. 

Thus does this singular controvertist finally admit, even 
while reviling myself: that Serenus brake the images, not 
under the pretext that the Massilians ought not to adore them 
(as he originally thought fit to exhibit the matter), but because 
they actually had adored them ; a natural result of the setting 
up of pretended holy and even miraculous images, by no means, 
it is to be feared, -peculiar to the Massilians of the sixth cen 
tury. 

IV. The prudent inquirer will doubtless have observed, 
that Pope Gregory, however he might err in judgment, yet 
plainly knew nothing of that rcfufirc worship of images after 
ward so zealously inculcated by the Secundo-Niceue and 
Tridentine Councils. 

He professed It/ consider* images and pictures as a sort of 
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III. From Image-worship, we may next pro 
ceed to Relic-zvorship. 

1. Against even the possibility of such a miser 
able superstition, as that of preserving in reliquaries 

books to the unlearned, which might convey to their minds the 
same ideas tRat letters conveyed to the better instructed. 

This use of such implements, which subsequent experience 
has proved to be so horribly mischievous, is widely different 
from offering to them a relative worship terminating in their 
prototypes. 

According to Gregory : Pictures are introduced into churches, 
in order that they, who are ignorant of letters, by seeing such 
pictures upon the walls, may there read what they cannot read 
in books. 

But, according to the Tridentine Fathers : The images of 
Christ and the Virgin and the Saints are to be had and retained 
more especially in churches, and due honour and veneration are 
to be jjaid to them ; because the honour, which they thus receive, 
is referred to the prototypes which they represent : so that, 
through the images, which we kiss, and before which we uncover 
our heads and prostrate ourselves, we adore Christ and venerate 
the Saints whose similitude they bear. Concil. Trident, sess. 
xxv. p. 507, 508. 

Will Dr. Trevern pretend to tell even his readers of the 
generally docile romish communion, that the views of Pope 
Gregory in the sixth century and of the Tridentine Fathers 
in the sixteenth century, respecting the use of images or pic 
tures in churches, are identical ? Yet these Tridentine Fathers 
have actually the impudence to assert, that, what they call the 
legitimate use of images, or, in other words, the use of images 
as denned by themselves, was received in the primeval times 
of the Christian Religion : priauttu Christiana Religionis 
temporibus receptum ! Ibid. p. 507. This, forsooth, to our 
very faces, with Pope Gregory s two epistles under our very 
eyes ! 
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dead men s hones for tie purpose of relatively worship 
ping them, we have a valuable testimony borne 
by the Church of Smyrna immediately after the 
martyrdom of Poly carp in the year 147 ! : though 
it is to be feared, that the originally innocent and 
natural practice of their assembling annually at 
the place where they had buried his few remains 
may have tended to introduce the culpable prac 
tices of a later period. I may add, that this 
testimony is yet additionally valuable, not only 
on account of its venerable antiquity, but likewise 
on account of its being at the same time a primi 
tive testimony against the corrupt humour of in- 
vocating departed Saints and Martyrs. 

When the envious and the wicked one, the ad 
versary of the race of the just, saw the greatness of 
Poll/carp s martyrdom, he laboured industriously, 
tliat his remains might not be taken away by us 
Hence he suggested to Nicetas, the father of Herod 
and the brother of Alee, to intercede with the go- 
rernor, t]iat his body should not be delivered for 
sepulture : lest, said he, leaving him that was cru 
cified, they should begin to worship this person. 
And these things they said at the suggestion and 
instigation of the Jews, who also watched us when we 
were about to take liim from the fire : because they 

1 I follow Bishop Pearson in assigning the year 147, as the 
date of Polycarp s martyrdom. It strikes me, as being much 
more probable, than any one of the several years 166 or 167 
or 169 or 175, which have bei-n variously selected by Tille- 
iiiont and BaMia&lt;ie and Usher and Petit and other writers. 

Kk 
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were ignorant, that neither can we ever forsake 
Christ who suffered for the salvation of the saved 
throughout the whole world, nor that we can ever 
worship any other. For him, being the Son of God, 
we adore : but the martyrs, as disciples and imi 
tators of the Lord, we worthily love on account of 
their special affection to their own king and master 
But the centurion, beholding the contention ex 
cited by the Jews, threw him into the midst of the 
jire and burned him. And thus we, afterward gather- 
ingi up his bones more honourable than precious 
stones and more tried than gold, deposited them 
where it naturally followed that we should deposit 
them. To us assembling in this place so far as lies 
in our power, with triumph and with joy, the Lord 
will grant to celebrate the birth-day of his martyr 
dom l . 

2. The Smyrneans, instead of superstitioushj 
preserving, only gave decent sepulture to, the 
scorched bones of Polycarp : but, after the Church 
had been taken under the protection of the State, 
and when the flame of pagan persecution had been 
quenched, an excessive veneration for the bodies 
and relics and tombs of the martyrs rapidly sprang 
up to maturity. 

Various instances of this occur in the writings 
of Ambrose, who flourished during the latter part 
of the fourth century : and, among them, we find 

1 Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. 17, 18. For the original Greek, 
see above, book i. chap. 6. I. 2. (1.) 



CHAP. VI.] DIFFICULTIES OF ROMANISM. 499 

a sufficiently curious case of perverted devotion, 
in the practice of deep and prolonged potations 
at the sepulchres of the saints for the purpose of 
more effectually procuring their favourable atten 
tion . 

Matters became even still worse at a period 
very little later : for Augustine notices the con 
duct of certain monastic hypocrites, who travelled 
about the country, driving, like pedlars, a gainful 
traffic by the sale of fictitious relics 2 . 

Under such circumstances, Vigilantius, toward 
the end of the fourth century, disgusted, as well 
he might be, with this wretched superstition, 
roundly denominated its advocates idolatrous 
c lniler-zcomlrippers, and charged them with idly 
venerating the bones of dead men according to 
the exact ceremonial of Paganism 3 . 



1 O piac devotionis obsequium ! Bibamus pro salute exerci- 
tuum, pro comitum virtute, pro filiorum sanitate. Et heec vota 
ad Deum pervenire judicant : sicut illi, qui calices ad sepulchra 
martyrum deferunt, atque illic in vesperam bibunt, et aliter se 
t xaudiri posse non credunt. Ambros. de Hel. et jejun. c. 
xvii. Oper. col. 1133. Vide etiam, Ambros. epist. Ixxxv. 
serm. xci. xciii. Oper. col. 685, 686, 793, 794-, 795798. 

3 August, de oper. monach. c. xxviii. 36. 

3 Ais, Vigilantium, qui vnr (ivTiypaaiv hoc vocatur nomine, 
nara Donnitantiux rectius diceretur, os fcetidum rursum ape- 
rire, et putorem spurcissimum contra sanctorum martyrum 
proferre reliquias, et nos, qui eas suscipimus, appellare cincra- 
riox et idulolatras, qui mortuorum hominum ossa veneremur. 
Hieron. adv. Vigilant, epist. liii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 157. Exortus 
-ubito Vigilantius, sen potius Dormitantius, qui immundo 

Kk 2 
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This plain language not a little offended Jerome, 
who was deeply tainted with the fashionable ab 
surdity. The zealous Father, however, though 
he angrily vindicated the relic-mongers, disclaimed, 
on their behalf, the allegation of idolatry : for he 
declared,, that they no more worshipped and 
adored their favourite relics, than they did the sun 
or the moon, the cherubim or the seraphim *. 

3. The soreness of Jerome is as evident as the 
manly and honest indignation of Vigilantius : but, 
though he might truly enough for himself indi 
vidually disclaim the worship of relics, vexed and 
annoyed at the irritating charge as he plainly was ; 
he undertook, if we may credit his contemporary 
Augustine, much more than he could perform, 
when he volunteered the awkward task of a general 
collective vindication. 

spiritu pugnet contra Christi Spiritum, et martyrum neget 
sepulchra veneranda, damnanclas dicat esse vigilias Sedentem 
(scil. Vigilantium) cernunt in ecclesia, et, inter verba blasphe- 
mise, ista quoque dicentem : Quid necesse est, te tanto honore 
non solum honorare, sed etiam adorare, illud nescio quid, quod 
in modico vasculo transferendo colis ? Et in consequentibus : 
Prope ritum Gentilium videmus, sub prcetextu religionis, intro- 
ductum in ecclesias, sole adhuc fulgente moles cereorum accendi, 
et ubicumque pulvisculum nescio quod, in modico vasculo pretioso 
linteamine circumdatum, osculantes adorare. Hieron. adv. 
Vigilant, c. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 159. 

1 Nos autem, non dico martyrum reliquias, sed ne solem 
quidem et lunam, non angelos, non archangelos, non cherubim, 
non seraphim, et omne nomen quod nominatur et in praesenti 
saeculo et in future, colimus et adoramus. Hieron. adv. Vigi 
lant, epist. liii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 157. 
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I have known, says Augustine, that MANY are 
adorers of sepulchres and of pictures : but the 
Church herself condemn* them, and studies to cor 
rect tli cm as had children l . 

Here, with Jerome s permission, and in full 
corroboration of the excellent Vigilantius whom 
his opponent with pettish facetiousness reviles as 
belying his name by being nothing better than a 
sleepy-headed dunce : here we have, at once, a 
fair confession, and a just reprobation, of the vile 
practice of Relic-worship. 

IV. Nothing remains, save to produce evidence 
for the non-existence of Cross-worship among the 
primitive Christians. 

Against the Church of the fourth century, Julian 
alleged the sottish worship of the cross : and, by 
the tacit admission of his subsequent antagonist 
Cyril of Alexandria, such worship certainly pre 
vailed at least in the fifth century 2 . 

1. There was, I fear, but too much ground for 
the general allegation of the Emperor : yet, on the 
part of Ambrose while relating the conduct of 
Helena as to the discovery of the true cross at 
Jerusalem, we have a noble protestation, in the 
name of the devout Empress, against any such 
degrading superstition. 

Novi MULTOS esse sepulchrorum et picturarum adoratores 
quos et ipsa Ecclesia condemnat, et tanquam inalos filios 
corrigere studet. August, de niorib. Eccles. Cathol. lib. i. 
c. 34. 

2 Julian, apud Cyril. Alex. cont. Julian, lib. vi. p. l!M. 
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Helena, says he, found the yet extant inscription, 
which distinguished the c? oss of Christ from the 
crosses of the tivo thieves. She adored the King, 
not the wood ; for this latter practice is a pagan 
error and the vanity of the impious : but she adored 
him, who hung upon the wood, and whose name was 
written in the inscription *. 

From the oblique hint of Ambrose, it is too 
plain, that the paganising error (as he justly styles 
it) of worshipping the very cross itself, with what 
the Nicene and Tridentine Doctors call a relative 
adoration, had then infected many members of the 
Church Catholic : but it is no less plain, that that 
great and good man utterly reprobated such a 
practice as no better than the brainless impiety of 
rank Heathenism. 

2. At a much earlier period, probably from 
their frequent use of the symbol, the same alle 
gation, as that of Julian, had been preferred against 
the Christians. 

About the year 220, the pagan speaker Cecilius, 
in the Dialogue of Minucius Felix, objects, to 
the Christian speaker Octavius, the adoration of 
Christ and his cross. 

Octavius, in reply, acknowledges and vindicates 
the adoration of Christ : but, as for the other part 

1 Habeat Helena quae legat, unde crucem Domini recog- 
noscat. Invenit ergo titulum ; regem adoravit : non lignum 
utique, quia hie gentilis est error et vanitas impiorum ; sed 
adoravit ilium, qui pependit in ligno, scriptus in titulo. Am- 
bros. de obit. Theodos. Imperat. Oper. col. 498. 
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of the charge, We neither, says he, worship crosses, 
nor wish for them . 

Nam quod religioni nostrae hominem noxium et crucem 
ejus adscribitis, longe de vicinia veritatis erratis ; qui putatis 
Deum credi, aut meruisse noxium, aut potuisse terrenum 
Cruces nee colimus, nee optamus. Minuc. Pel. Octav. p. 280, 
2M, 



CHAPTER VII. 



CONCLUSION. 



FROM the whole of the preceding inquiry, the 
conclusion is so obvious, that it can scarcely fail 
of having been anticipated. 

I. To demand from us the admission, that any 
particular doctrine or any general system of doc 
trine forms a constituent part of divine revela 
tion, while yet the alleged FACT of such constitu 
ency is altogether unsupported by competent evi 
dence, is certainly to propound a most unreason 
able requisition. 

Let the alleged FACT be established ; and then, 
no doubt, mere human reason must be put to 
silence, and the implicit submissiveness of faith 
must be brought into immediate operation : for, 
to reject a doctrine, when it has been proved to 
be a portion of divine revelation, merely because 
it may be offensive to the vain pride of human 
reason, is no less absurd and inconsistent ; than 
to admit a doctrine when we have no proof that 
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it has been revealed from heaven, merely because 
some one may idly tell us that the highest act of 
faith, is to believe without evidence. But, assuredly, 
the alleged FACT itself must, in the first instance, 
be established ; or, in other words, this or that 
particular doctrine must be adequately shewn 
reft II if to constitute a part of God s revelation : 
for, without such anterior establishment, or with 
out such preparatory demonstration, our admis 
sion of the doctrine in question will be nothing 
more respectable than a gross act of blind cre 
dulity. 

II. The truth is : Reason and Faith have each 
their own proper province ; and neither can intrude 
upon the province of the other, without detriment 
to the cause of sound religion. 

1. It is the office of Reason to examine, on the 
ordinary principles of evidence : first, whether a 
revelation, which purports to come from God, 
really does come from him ; and, secondly, in 
case the divine origination of the code in ques 
tion shall have been satisfactorily established, what 
special doctrines that revelation propounds for 
our acceptance *. 

2. It is the office of Faith, in strict correspond 
ence with the preparatory labours of Reason : 
first, to receive, with implicit assurance, that 
which has been reasonably proved to be a divine 
revelation ; and, secondly, to embrace, with un- 

1 See Acts xvii. 11. 1 Thessal. v. 21. 
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hesitating confidence, every doctrine, which by 
sufficient testimony shall have been shewn to con 
stitute a part of that divine revelation. 

III. Now, to a test of this precise description, 
the peculiarities of Romanism have been sub 
jected. 

With respect to the divine origination of Chris 
tianity itself, ALL, who bear the name of Chris 
tians, are of course agreed. 

Hence the question, between the Roman-Ca 
tholic and the Reformed-Catholic, solely respects 
the doctrines and appended practices, alleged by 
the former to be taught by Christianity. 

On this point, the Reformed-Catholic professes 
himself ready to believe any doctrine, which, by 
adequate and intelligible testimony, shall be shewn 
to constitute a part of the Christian Revelation : 
and, since the Roman-Catholic requires him to 
admit various doctrines under that precise aspect, 
he conceives himself fully warranted, even by the 
express decision of that very Revelation itself, to 
demand from the Roman-Catholic the establish 
ment of the alleged fact by clear and competent 
evidence \ 

The equity of such demand is tacitly admitted 
by the Roman-Catholic himself: for, otherwise, 
the Works of Dr. Trevern and Mr. Berington 
could scarcely have been brought into existence. 



Be ready always to give an answer to EVERY man, that 
asketh you a REASON of the hope that is in you. 1 Pet. iii. 15. 
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Those Works are a virtual answer to the demand 
in question: and, so far as I can judge, they have 
the merit of affording to it the only answer of 
which the case is capable. 

Yet, how lamentably deficient that answer is, 
we have now seen at large both negatively and 
posit ire 1 1/. 

1. Negative///, there is a total defect of evi 
dence : either that the peculiarities of Romanism 
are set forth in Holy Scripture ; or that, during 
the three first centuries (within the exclusive limits 
of which, even upon the largest allowance, all 
really legitimate historical testimony must obvi 
ously be sought), they were received, by the pri 
mitive Church Catholic, as undoubted constituent 
parts of the Christian Revelation. 

2. Positively, there is direct and decisive evi- 



deuce, extending, not only through the three first 
centuries, but down even to a much later period : 
that such peculiarities, under the aspect of doc 
trines expressly taught by divine revelation, either 
were utterly unknown to the early Church ; or 
that, when known in consequence of their being 
started by some presumptuous innovator, they 
were forthwith disowned and condemned and re 
jected. 

IV. The peculiarities of the Roman Faith be 
ing thus circumstanced, it may well be wondered, 
by what extraordinary process of the human 
mind they can ever have become the subject of 
devout and implicit belief. 
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I can only account for the fact in some such 
manner as the following. 

Certain Councils, reputed Ecumenical, and 
thence deemed infallible, have pronounced the 
peculiarities in question to be indisputable veri 
ties. Therefore, since the judgment of the Ca 
tholic Church is more weighty than the judgment 
of any private individual ; as indisputable verities, 
those peculiarities must be received \ 

This, duly inculcated by the whole body of 
the Priesthood, is, I take it, the true ground of 
general acquiescent latin belief: but, in truth, 
even on the acknowledged principles of the Ro 
manists themselves, nothing, when the matter is 
fairly examined, can well be more lamentably 
unsatisfactory. 

The Councils, \vhich propound the peculiarities 
before us, propound them, not nakedly and ab 
stractedly, but on the professed basis both of their 
original apostolic authority and of their universal 
reception by the Church from the very beginning. 

1 Mais peut-etre 1 Eglise Catholique avoit-elle dans les der- 
niers temps outrepasse les bornes dans sa pratique et dans son 
enseignement ? Bien moins encore. Ses principes, une fois 
dfinis, sont irre vocables : elle-meme y est immuablement 
enchainee par des liens qu il lui est dorenavant impossible de 
briser. Trevern s Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 324. 

When a dogmatical point is to be determined, the Catholic 
Church speaks but once : and her decree is irrevocable. The 
solemn determinations of General Councils have remained un 
alterable and will ever be so. Walmesley s Gen. Hist, of the 
Church, chap. ix. p. 224. 
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Thus, for instance, the Council of Trent, in 
propounding the doctrine of Transubstantiation 
and in ordaining that the consecrated elements 
should receive the same adoration as that which 
is paid to the Supreme Deity, lays down these 
matters, not simply on the ground of its own abso 
lute infallibility, but complexly on the ground that 
such doctrine and such practice ALWAYS prevailed in 
God s Church Catholic \ 

Here the Tridentine Fathers refer us to an al 
leged FACT : and, upon this alleged FACT, they 
even professedly build their decision. Therefore, 
if ihefact be incapable of establishment : the de 
cision, avowedly depending as it does upon the 
fact, must, by the very terms of the tridentine 
statement, inevitably fall along with the fact. 

Now the alleged FACT is precisely that : which, 
on the one hand, is established by no real histo 
rical evidence ; and which, on the other hand, is 
absolutely contradicted by all historical evidence 2 . 

Consequently, when a person builds his faith 
upon the asserted infallibility of the decisions of 
Ecumenical Councils, he builds it, in reality, upon 
an alleged FACT relative to the earliest Church in 
and from the rery time of Christ and his Apostles: 
which alleged FACT, is not only incapable of esta- 



1 SEMPER haec fides in Ecclesia Dei fuit. Concil. Trident. 
. xiii. c. 3. p. 124. Ideo persuasiim SEMPER in Ecclesta 
iKi fuit. Ihid. r. 1. p. 125. 

S&lt; e above, book i. chap. !. book ii. chap. I. 
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blishment, but actually stands contradicted by 
positive testimony. 

Yet, unless I wholly mistake, the very hardiest 
of the Papalists pretend not to assert the infalli 
bility of Ecumenical Councils in regard to FACTS : 
they carefully limit their infallibility to points of 
DOCTRINE . 

1 It is no article of Catholic Faith, that the Church cannot 
err, either in matters of FACT or discipline, or in matters of 
speculation or civil policy depending on mere human judgment 
or testimony. These are no revelations deposited in the Church ; 
in regard of which ALONE, she has the promised assistance of 
the Holy Spirit. Berington s Faith of Cath. p. 154, 155. 

I. The sagacious Dr. Poynder, when Mr. Berington s Work 
was submitted to his inspection, intimated himself to think the 
assertion too general. 

Doubtless, it is far too general, as the wise Vicar Apostolic 
distinctly perceived, FOR THE INTERESTS OF THE ROMAN CHURCH : 
but it is not a whit too general for the easily separable interests 
of Truth. 

Mr. Berington, however, not happening to see quite so far 
into a mill-stone as his lynx-eyed superior, and evidently not 
perceiving the drift of his cautiously worded objection, man 
fully stood up for his own opinion. 

You think the assertion too general, says he to Dr. Poynder. 
As far as FACTS, meaning DOGMATICAL FACTS, are meant : what 
I have said on that point must satisfy, I conceive, every diffi 
culty. See Faith of Cathol. Lett, to Dr. Poynder. p. xlvi. 

Accordingly, notwithstanding the broad hint of the Vicar 
Apostolic, that he should quietly hold his tongue and refrain 
from rashly measuring the Extent of the Inerrancy of the 
Church : Mr. Berington steadily persisted in his original deter 
mination of explicitly teaching the whole world, that It is no 
article of Catholic Faith, that the Church cannot err IN MAT- 

TEKS OF FACT. 

13 
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Therefore, plainly, when an Ecumenical Coun 
cil, like that of Trent, professedly rests the deci- 



II. What precise idea he wishes us to annex to his explana 
tory phrase DOGMATICAL FACTS, I will not undertake to deter 
mine : but, if it have any intelligible meaning, it must, I should 
suppose, be designed to express FACTS POSITIVELY RECORDED BY 

HISTORY or FACTS INCONTROVERTIBLY ATTESTED BY COMPETENT 
EVIDENCE. 

This, however, is a point of no great consequence. The 
real question is : Whether the Catholic Church (as the latin 
gentleman are pleased to express themselves) be infallible, in 
the determination O/AN ALLEGED HISTORICAL FACT, a* well as in 
the determination of A POINT OF DOCTRINE. 

Such is the question : and, with respect to application, it 
comes into play in manner following. 

Was the Ecumenical Council of Trent infallible : when it 
decided, as AN HISTORICAL FACT, that The doctrine of Transub- 
stantiution n-as ALWAYS held in the Catholic Church ; as well 
as when it decided, as A POINT OF DOCTRINE, that The belief in 
Transubstantiation is the only true belief? 

I understand Mr. Berington to answer this important 
question in the negative : while Dr. Poynder, clearly perceiv 
ing the inevitable consequences of such a reply, wished, with 
abundant prudence, to make his less cautious brother hold his 
tongue. 

The question, however, unless he writes quite unintelligibly, 
has been fairly answered by Mr. Berington : It is no article of 
Catholic Faith, that the Church cannot err IN MATTERS OF FACT. 
And the rationale of the answer is very sensibly and very 
handsomely given : Historical MATTERS OF FACT are no recela- 
lions dcposit&lt; &lt;! in the Church ; in regard of which n relations 
ALONE, she has the promised assistance of the Holij Spirit. 

III. If Mr. Berington should, iu any wist-, wish to modify 
or retract; in other words, if he should wish to withdraw 
from the above plain statement of his answer according as / 
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sion of a DOCTRINE upon an alleged FACT ; in the 
statement of which alleged FACT, the Council con 
fessedly may be mistaken, and by historical testi 
mony both negative and positive is actually 
evinced to have been mistaken : such Council s 
decision of a DOCTRINE, when thus made to repose 
upon & falsely alleged FACT, can, by no intelligible 

understand it : he will immediately bring himself into the 
following unsatisfactory dilemma. 

1. Should he fairly acknowledge the Church to be not in 
fallible IN MATTERS OF FACT : then, since all the Tridentine 
Decisions, and more especially the Tridentine Decision in 
regard to the doctrine of Transubstantiation, professedly rest 
upon AN ALLEGED MATTER OF FACT, namely the SEMPER hcec 
Jidcs in Ecclesia Dei fuit; it is plain, that the Tridentine 

Fathers, inasmuch as they make their doctrinal decisions to 
rest upon an alleged fact respecting which fact they confessedly 
may have been mistaken, may also have thence been mistaken 
in their superstructed doctrinal decisions. 

2. Should he, on the other hand, declare, notwithstanding 
what he has himself written and published, that the Church is 
infallible IN MATTERS OF FACT : then he must have the goodness 
to account for the very curious circumstance, that the practi 
cally infallible second Council of Nice should have asserted 
the FACT that No one of the Fathers before the year 787 had 
ever styled the consecrated bread an IMAGE of Christ s body; 
when yet, both Eusebius and Theodoret among the Greeks, and 
Ambrose and Gelasius among the Latins, all of whom flourished 
anterior to the year 787, had, even verbally, employed this iden 
tical expression IMAGE in that identical application. See Con- 
cil. Nic. ii. act. vi. Labb. Concil. vol. vii. p. 448, 449. Euseb. 
Demons. Evan. lib. viii. c. 2. p. 236. Theodoret. Dial, 
ii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 85. Ambros. Offic. lib. i. c. 48. Oper. 
col. 33. Gelas. de duab. Christ, natur. in Biblioth. Patr. vol. 
iv. p. 4-22. 
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possibility, vindicate to itself the least degree of 
conclusive authority. 

With suicidal hand, the Council of Trent, like 
various other similarly circumstanced Councils, 
has, in truth, been its own destroyer. It refers 
us to a FACT, for its decision of a DOCTRINE. By 
its own free reference, therefore, it even inritcs 
us to examine and discuss the historical testimony, 
on which the alleged FACT might anteriorly be 
thought to be supported. The invitation has 
been accepted : and the alleged FACT turns out to 
be an utter falsehood : respecting which the Tri- 
dentine Fathers, on this point confessedly fallible, 
have laboured under a most grievous and most 
portentous error. How, then, can the DOCTRINE 
be true ; when its professed basis, the alleged 
FACT, rests Itself upon no foundation ? 

V. I fearlessly submit, that, by no possibility, 
can the warmest adherent of the Papacy establish 
the DOCTRINE, save through the medium of histo 
rically substantiating the FACT. Hence, since as 
ijct at least the FACT has not been substantiated, 
the general conclusion, from the whole preceding 
discussion, may, for the present, be briefly stated 
in manner following. 

IN ADMITTING THE PECULIARITIES OF THE LATIN 
CHURCH AS ARTICLES OF THE CHRISTIAN REVELATION, 
THE ROMANIST BELIEVES, NOT ONLY WITHOUT EVI 
DENCE, BUT EVEN AGAINST EVIDENCE. 
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NUMBER I. 

LITURGIES. 

ONE of Dr. Trevern s most favourite arguments, by 
which he would demonstrate the reception of the doc 
trine of Transubstantiation on the part of the primitive 
Church Catholic from the very beginning, is the language 
of the ancient Liturgies. Discuss. Amic. Lettr. ix. 
Answ. to Diff. of Rom. p. 181230. 

An author, omnibus Jioc ritium est cantoribus, is apt 
to regard with parental fondness a production of his own, 
which yet may not strike upon the apprehension of ano 
ther person as possessing any very special measure of 
cogency. Such, apparently, were the different estimates 
of this present argument, as respectively formed by the 
Bishop of Strasbourg and myself : and the result of the 
variety, so far as / am concerned, was my well nigh total 
silence on the topic in the first edition of the Difficulties 
of Romanism. 

Encouraged by my taciturnity, Dr. Trevern unhappily 
mistook systematic mercy for overwhelming terror. I 
\\as unwilling to hurt the feelings of an individual, whom, 
on account of his high alleged amiability, I had been 
requested to treat with all gentleness and forbearance : 
my evidence seemed to be quite ample enough, without 
going into the very inferior question of the Liturgies : 
and there wore certain matters intimately connected with 
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Dr. Trevern s argument from that quarter, which I could 
not enter upon without an unpleasant exposure of most 
reprehensible conduct. Now I had no wish to dissect 
the Bishop a single iota more than I found absolutely 
necessary : and his argument from the Liturgies I deem 
ed, even in itself, quite beneath the gravity of serious 
criticism. % Hence, in compliance with the warmly ex 
pressed wishes of Mr. Massingbcrd, I conceived, that a 
prudent silence on that argument, while I barely men 
tioned that such an argument had been used, was the 
best and kindest plan which I could adopt. 

In his Answer, Dr. Trevern remarks, doubtless very 
truly, that, to the argument in question, I offer reply, 
none whatsoever, to his utter astonishment, none. But 
it may be doubted, whether, with equal truth, he tells 
me, that my weak eyes were dazzled by the brilliancy of 
the old Liturgies : and it may peradveuture be also 
doubted, whether, with any very surpassing measure of 
discretion, he loudly and somewhat insultingly dares to 
the combat his supposed shrinking antagonist. Neces 
sity, they say, has no law: and, since the Bishop and 
his friends have now sufficiently enjoyed his imaginary 
triumph in re liturgica, I must, when thus bearded, be 
even content to buckle on my armour. 

I. Not one of the old Liturgies, as it is well known, 
was committed to writing until the fifth century. Pre 
vious to that period, whatever of the old Liturgies was in 
existence, traditionally floated only in the memories of 
the Priesthood, or partially at least might be caught up 
by the imperfect recollection of the Laity. 

Under such circumstances, it is obvious, that, if any 
change of doctrine gradually took place ; a correspond 
ent change of expression, or rather a correspondent 
heightening of expression (the easy possibility of which, 
as we shall presently see, Dr. Trevern himself, with in- 
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terpolative ingenuity, has fully and prn&lt;-tic&lt;iUy demon 
strated), would tacitly and almost imperceptibly take 
place also. Hence, when the Liturgies came to be com 
mitted to writing, they would imleed, most indisputably, 
bit the doctrine of the age when they were so com 
mitted : but, whether they would like wise faithfully ex 
hibit the doctrine of a much earlier period, must plainly 
be learned, not from the Liturgies thanselres (which, in 
the very nature of things, is impossible), but from other 
independent and ancient extrinsic testimony. 

Thus, for instance, in the old Clementine Liturgy, 
which menioriter was doubtless used in the Eastern 
Churches anterior to the time of Constantine, the per 
petual recurrence of a doxology to the three persons of 
one essential Godhead is an excellent proof of the early 
unicerxul reception of the doctrine of the Trinity : BE- 
CAUS v. we have direct extrinsic evidence, that that 
doxology is older than the days of Justin Martyr and 
Polycarp ; the former of whom avowedly received it from 
a prior generation of Christians who had been contempo 
rary with St. John, and the latter of whom used it under 
his well known character of an immediate pupil of the 
holy Apostle himself. But, if the same Liturgy inculcated 
the doctrine of Tranxubxtanliatiun y we should only have 
a proof, that such doctrine was received /// the fifth c&lt;-n- 
tury, when that Liturgy, as we now have it, was com 
mitted to writing : UNLESS some ancient extrinxic and 
itult jietitlt nt evidence shall, additionally, prove also its 
reception from the begin )tin&lt;j. 

Hence it is obvious, that the testimony, afforded by 
the Liturgies to any doctrine, cannot, /// it*i&gt;(t\ be justly 
deemed older than the iit th century ; for, would we make 
it available to an earlier period, we must produce i/n/i&gt;- 
l&gt;&lt; inlt nt evidence, as in the recently noticed case of the 
multiplied doxologies, that such doctrine could claim an 
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earlier existence : and hence it is also obvious, that the 
testimony afforded by the Liturgies, thus resolving itself 
into and thus depending upon yet older distinct testi 
mony, can never be legitimately deemed to possess any 
higher value than that of an occasionally very useful 
supplement. 

I am far from admitting, as we shall presently find, 
that, in point of fact, the Liturgies do teach the doctrine 
of Transubstantiation : I am merely, through the very 
intelligible medium of a case hypothetical, shewing what 
the value of their testimony would be, if they really did 
teach any such extraordinary doctrine. 

II. It will now probably be seen, why, under a con 
troversial aspect, I thought very cheaply of Dr. Tre- 
vern s favourite argument from the Liturgies : it will now 
probably be seen, why I judged, that I might well save 
myself the trouble of formally considering a matter, 
which, for its value, depended wholly upon extrinsic 
support. 

But, as I have hinted, there was yet another reason 
for my silence : my extreme wiwillingnett, to wit, 
through a decent compliance with the ivish expressed by 
Mr. Massingberd, to expose a Prelate, of so amiable a 
described character as Dr. Trevern, one jot more than I 
teas absolutely compelled to do. 

In his Answer to myself, the Bishop of Strasbourg 
sums up in a single sentence the several points of doc 
trine, which, in his Discussion Amicale, he had previ 
ously enumerated and insisted upon, as set forth, clearly 
and distinctly, in the ancient Liturgies. It will be con 
venient, therefore, to give his own proper summing up, 
as a sort of text on which to raise my ensuing observa 
tions. 

Treating of the Liturgies, he says: They all speak 
uniformly, and in expressions the most energetic, of our 
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doctrine*. All proclaim, with one voice, the attar, the 
oblation, the unbloody sacrifice of the new corenant, the 
real presence of the ric/ittt, the cJiamje f snbstan&lt;-&lt;\ 
ami, inline, Hie adoration. Answ. to Diff. of Roman, p. 
182. 

I shall consider these several points according to the 
order in which they stand. 

1. The Liturgies, it seems, all proclaim the altar. 
How this can be any proof, that those, who used them, 

held the doctrine of Transubstantiation, I am really at a 
loss to comprehend. 

When, probably from the very beginning, the bread 
and wine were offered at the table, as a material obla 
tion of the first-fruits of God s creatures, in order to their 
subsequent sacramental consecration ; when, also, most 
probably from the beginning, the whole service at the 
same table was deemed a spiritual and unbloody sacri 
fice of thanksgiving, whence doubtless, it received the 
name of the eucharist ; and when again, at a later pe 
riod, the consecrated elements, still upon the same table, 
began to be esteemed a symbolical unbloody sacrifice 
commemorative of the one efficacious literal bloody sa 
crifice upon the cross : the natural consequence was, 
that a table, thus circumstanced, would be called an 
altar. Without such an appellation, the phraseological 
allegory would have been incomplete : for an altar is 
implied in a sacrifice. But, before the use of the word 
altar can be construed to prove the doctrine of Transub 
stantiation, we must have it distinctly shewn to us, that 
the literal body and blood of Christ are materially offered 
up at the Lord s table as an expiatory sacrifice both for 
the living and for the dead. 

2. The Liturgies furthermore proclaim the oblation. 
Doubtless tlicy do: but it does not therefore quite 

logically follow, that tlu y UM.- the word oblation in tin- 
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same sense as that, wherein Dr. Trevern now uses it. 
The Bishop gratuitously (IMUHICH, what he ought to have 
proved. It is a cheap artifice to annex a modern sense 
to ancient phraseology : though it is an artifice, which 
may easily deceive an English Layman unaccustomed 
to discussions of this nature. The primitive Church, as 
I have already most abundantly shewn, meant, by the 
word oblation, no such fancied literal sacrifice as the 
modern latin sacrifice of the Mass. 

3. The Liturgies also proclaim the unbloody sacrifice 
of the new covenant. 

Certainly they do : but the real question is, what they 
mean by the expression. Nothing can be more infelici 
tous, than this member of Dr. Trevern s demonstration ; 
which, in conjunction with the rest of his arguments, is 
to puzzle all the assembled champions of the Church of 
England, even thovigh their luckless dumb -foundered 
Mother should put forth through them every resource of 
wit and learning. Answ. p. 178. The very word un 
bloody, haplessly retained by the moderns to their own 
conviction and condemnation, even itself shews, that 
the authors of the Liturgies could never have held the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation. But, of the character of 
the unbloody sacrifice in the early Church, I have already 
been so copious, that it were alike useless and wearisome 
to be guilty of repetition, Suffice it to say, that that 
phrase was severally and accurately used to express, both 
the eucharistic preparatory oblation of the as yet it H con 
secrated bread and wine, and the spiritual sacrifice of 
praise and thanksgiving, and finally (when the notion 
was at length superadded to the more ancient ideas) the 
consecrated bread and wine under the aspect of a com 
memorative symbolical sacrifice. 

4. The Liturgies further proclaim the real presence of 
the victim. 
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Here again Dr. Trevern remorselessly employs the 
stale artifice of annexing modern latin ideas to compara 
tively ancient ecclesiastical phraseology. To establish 
the circumstance of Christ s presence with the Kucharist 
being real to all worthy recipients, as Augustine and 
Jerome well draw the line of distinction, it is no way 
necessary to contend for its being substantial ; unless 
indeed \\ e be prepared to maintain, that a spiritual pre 
sence of the second person of the Blessed Trinity is NOT 
a real presence : and, since Christ was for our sakes a 
victim upon the cross, his presence, even of whatsoever 
nature, is of course the presence of the victim. At the 
same time I must remark, that Dr. Trevem has produced 
no instance where the old Liturgists employ any such 
expression, as that which he has gratuitously put into 
their mouths. He has given no specimen of their pro 
claiming the roil presence of t lie rictim. With respect 
to the word Host or Sacrifice t which some of them use ; 
to assert, that that word means the victim Christ substan 
tially or materially present, is, in truth, neither more 
nor less than to beg the very question which is disputed : 
a convenient process, with which the Bishop of Stras 
bourg, to say nothing of other diligent labourers in the 
same hopeful cause, is supereminently familiar. 

5. But the honest inquirer will remind me, that the 
Liturgies, as he is credibly informed by Dr. Trevern, ac 
tually proclaim the change of SUBSTANCE. To assert, 
therefore, that he begs the question, is palpably inaccu 
rate, not to say dishonest, on the part of his anglican 
opponent. 

Such 1 readily admit to be the information, communi 
cated again and again by Dr. Trevern (Discuss. Amic. 
vol. i. ]&gt;. 431, 435. vol. ii. p. 1, ~2. Ansu. to Dili , of Horn, 
p. 130, 131, iso, UK.) for the i )t .ncfit am i ill ulll i n ati,,n of 
the English Laity: but unluckily no information of this 
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very important description is capable of being verified 
by reference to the ancient Liturgies. The word SUB 
STANCE is, purely and entirely, the Bishop s own undis 
puted property. Not one of the old Liturgies ever em 
ploys the expression. They pray, indeed, that the bread 
and wine may be changed into the body and blood of 
Christ, or (as the oldest of them all, the Clementine Li 
turgy, expresses it) that the Holy Spirit would set forth 
this bread the body of God s Christ and this cup the 
blood of God s Christ (OTTWC atrofyrivri TOV aprov TOVTOV 
CTWjua TOV Xptaroi) &lt;rou, KOL TO TTOT^OIOV TOVTO aijua TOV 
XOKTTOV aov) : but they never pray, that they may be 
changed into the SUBSTANCE of Christ s body and 
blood. To serve his own ends, Dr. Trevern has been 
pleased to interpolate, in his assurances repeatedly to 
interpolate, the very important and indeed palmary word 
SUBSTANCE : by which quaint device, he first makes 
the authors and users of the old Liturgies pray for a sub 
stantial change in the elements, and then produces this 
forged petition as proof positive that they assuredly held 
the modern latin doctrine of Transubstantiation. In 
short, the matter under debate is ; Whether the ancients 
spake of a moral or of a substantial change : and Dr. 
Trevern compendiously settles the point by gratuitously 
interpolating the word SUBSTANCE. 

From this very management of his, I may remark, in 
passing, how feeble would have been the evidence of the 
written Liturgies in favour of Transubstantiation, even if 
they had really, as they now stand, taught any such 
doctrine. The almost imperceptible addition of the 
word SUBSTANCE ; if, when the Liturgies were com 
mitted to writing or when they were somewhat previously 
recited memoriter, the phantasy of a transubstantiation 
had begun, under the auspices of the Priesthood, to take 
hold of men s minds: the almost imperceptible and per- 
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fectly approved addition of this sinyle word would at 
once specifically determine the tititnre of the changi*. 
And then, in the next stage of communicated error, this 
supposed comparatively ancient addition of the one word 
M MSTANCE, had it ever been actually made, might 
have served some zealous and rapid Trevern, as an in 
vincible demonstration, from the ipsisxiind rcrba of the 
old Liturgies, that the doctrine of Transubstantiation 
had most certainly been the doctrine of the Catholic 
Church from the very beginning. 

6. Lastly, the Liturgies proclaim the adoration. 

Here, I admit, Dr. Trevern is not guilty of interpola 
tion /// ttic letter : but, I fear, we can scarcely acquit 
him of interpolation in the spirit. What adoration does 
he wish his readers to understand ? Clearly, the adora 
tion of the consecrated elements, as now practised by the 
Church of Rome: for, unless this be his meaning, his 
allegation is obviously quite impertinent. But -where, 
in the ancient Liturgies, is any mention made of the 
adoration of the consecrated elements ? I read, in some 
of them, an adoration of the Lord ; and I observe, in 
others of them, a lowly bowing down in his presence 
before his altar : but, in none, can I discover any adora 
tion of the consecrated bread and wine, either enjoined 
or practised. The adoration of the elements is, in his 
summary of matters to be learned from the ancient Li 
turgies, tacitly interpolated by the Bishop of Strasbourg : 
just as he before expressly interpolated the very impor 
tant word SUBSTANCE. Adoration of GOD before his 
altar, united with a decent reverence of the consecrated 
gilts as standing in his place or as being his appointed 
representatives, occurs in the old Liturgies : and straight 
way, for the instruction and proselytation of the English 
Laity, Dr. Trevern s gloss, like the fabled deccptiveness 
of glamourie, transmutes the adoration of GOD before his 
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altar into a modern latin adoration of THE CONSECRAT 
ED ELEMENTS upon his altar. 

I [I. In my Supplement to the Difficulties of Roman 
ism, which, under the title of The Testimony of Primitive 
Antiquity against the peculiarities of the Latin Church, 
served as a reply to Dr. Trevern s Answer, I very briefly 
touched upon lu s liturgical dealings with the two points 
of SUBSTANCE and ADORATION. Supplem. p. 113,114. 

Mr. Husenbeth, in return, attempted to vindicate the 
misdemeanors of his principal : but he would have acted 
more wisely, had he remained silent. 

1. With respect to the word SUBSTANCE, he is ob 
liged, by the necessity of simple matter of fact ; though, 
doubtless, with abundance of impotent wrath and idle 
abuse of myself for what he is pleased very childishly to 
term my disgraceful obstinacy and my artful evasion : 
with respect to the word SUBSTANCE, he is obliged to 
confess, that it no where occurs in the old Liturgies. 

Such being the case, I need scarcely remark, that the 
angry and reluctant confession, which has been wrung 
from him, is tantamount to a full acknowledgment of Dr. 
Trevern s interpolation. In truth, it is a mere question 
of fact : nor could it possibly be answered in any other 
manner. 

2. But, in regard to the adoration of the consecrated 
elements, he holds himself more fortunate : for he re 
marks, that, if we demand proof positive, we may have it 
m the following passage from the Clementine Liturgy, 
duly cited in evidence by Dr. Trevern. 

After it is offered, each one in order should receive the 
body and blood of the Lord, and approach to it with the 
fear and reverence DUE TO the body of the King, Tre 
vern s Answ. to Diff. of Roman, p. 202. 

Apres qif il est ojfert, chacun en son rang doit recevoir 
le corps et le sang du Seigneur, et s en approcher avec 

13 
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Id reference et arec l&lt;t crainte DUE AU corps dit Hoi. 
Tre\rrn s Disc iiss. Anne. vol. i. p. 407. 

On this passage, thus expressed, Mr. Husenbeth, while 
he reviles me with all his might, as a dishonest shuffler 
and a wretched glosser and a captious fury and a sup- 
presser of truth and an insinuater of falsehood, simply 
because I cannot, like himself, discover in the old Litur 
gies what verily is no where to be found in them, com 
ments in form and manner following. 

Ob* rre the icords, APPROACH TO IT. To what 
Lridenihj the .sacramental species. Therefore the sacra- 
incut a I sjiecies were to be adored tcith the fear and 
reference DUE TO the body of the King of heat-en and 
earth. Husenbeth s Reply to Supplem. p. 273. 

Mr. Husenbeth s ill-advised commentary invites our 
attention to yet another specimen of Dr. Trevern s in 
veterate habit of interpolation. 

The words, DUE TO, through the medium of which 
an enjoined fear and reverence, evidently meant to be 
exhibited as an act of religious adoration, are gramma 
tically referred to the body of the King, occur no where 
in the original : they are purely the gratuitous addition 
of the Bishop of Strasbourg ; an addition, moreover, 
which disturbs and dislocates the construction of the 
entire sentence. 

Here, then, I apprehend, we have a critical case of 
surpassing curiosity. 

First, a Latin Bishop, deliberately and advisedly, both 
in French and in English, in two different Works written 
at two different times, interpolates the words DUE TO, 
and completely distorts the construction of a whole sen 
tence : and, next, a Latin Priest, with equal deliberate- 
ness and advisedness, brings forward, in professed evi 
dence to an alleged fact, not the genuine words of the 
old Liturgy in their true construction, but the spurious 



528 APPENDIX. 

words of his superior s interpolation in an utterly false 
construction of the original passage. 

Really, there seems to be no end of the strange liber 
ties, which the sacerdotal gentlemen of Rome apparently 
deem themselves privileged to take with the ancient ec 
clesiastical writings. The Greek of the Liturgy says not 
a single syllable about the fear and reverence DUE TO 
the body of the King : nor does it give the slightest hint 
of any adoration being paid to the consecrated elements. 
It mentions, indeed, modesty and caution : but these 
terms, under the aspect of words indicating adoration 
(as Dr. Trevern and Mr. Husenbeth, mistranslating the 
original, would, for their own purposes, have us under 
stand them), it refers not grammatically to the body of the 
King. On the contrary, it simply inculcates a modest 
and cautious reception of Christ s body and blood by 
each communicant : who himself, after the use of silent 
mental prayer, is charged, in his regular course of suc 
cession, to approach as to the body of the King almighty 
and eternal. 

For the entire satisfaction of the honest enquirer, I 
subjoin the original of the passage, whence our two pain 
ful divines have learned, as they assure us on the word 
of a Bishop and a Priest, such very extraordinary parti 
culars. 

Mtra Tavra yivtaOb) ?] Ovcria, toTwroe TTUVTOQ TOV 
Aaof&gt; KCU TrpOGtv^o/uitvov ?;&lt;ru^wc* KCU, orav av 
\a/npavTw IKOOTJJ TO^IQ KCiff favTijv TOV KVOIUKOV 
tcai TOV TI/JLIOV aifJiaTOQ, iv raa, /zsra alSovg KOL vAa/3aac, 
a&gt;c j3a&lt;TfAai&gt;c Trpoa-tp^ojutvoi o-aj^iari. Constit. Apost. lib. 
ii. c. 57. 

But, after these things, let the sacrifice be performed, 
the whole people standing and praying silently : and, 
when it shall have been offered, let each company by 
itself partake f the Lord s body find honourable blood, 
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&lt;-o&gt;tf/&gt;any by company, tcith niodt-xty and caution, ap- 
l&gt;r&lt;tclti&gt;i&lt;i us to t/ie body of the King. 

Such is a sample of the method, by which, from the 
old Liturgies, Dr. Trevern and Mr. Husenbeth would 
demonstrate, to the hoped for entire satisfaction of the 
Knglish Laity, the primitive adoration of the consecrated 
elements. 

IV. For this disgraceful exposure, the Bishop of Stras 
bourg has no one to thank save himself. In the first 
instance, I might so far comply with Mr. Massingberd s 
wishes, as to remain politely silent, when I could not 
honestly commend. But, when my unexampled and (I 
fear I must confess) even culpable taciturnity produced 
no better return than the insolent exultation of a fancied 
triumph over supposed conscious weakness : no person 
can fairly expect, that, through a romantic and (as I now 
perceive) altogether fruitless wish to conciliate, I should 
any longer preserve my originally merciful and somewhat 
chivalrous silence. Truly, I have small pleasure in the 
distasteful task of publicly exhibiting the dishonesty of 
an uncandid and unscrupulous antagonist: but, by the 
extraordinary folly of Dr Trevern, freedom of choice has 
not been left to me. He has recklessly courted expo 
sure : and he has now abundantly received it. 



M MBER II. 

AIRK t I.AR CONFESSION. 



A r RHTLAR Confession to a Priest, the Church of Eng 
land alloirs, and in some cases recommends : the Church 
of Rome not only alloics and recommends it; but also, 

M ni 
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as a matter of strict religious obligation, Imposes and 
enforces it. 

I. Such being the case, it is the business of Dr. 
Trevern to shew, not merely The primitive EXISTENCE 
of sacerdotal auricular Confession, but also The primitive 
ENFORCEMENT of a periodical auricular Confession, 
through the medium of which, every mortal sin, ere// 
though by reason of its having been secretly committed 
occasioning no public scandal, and even though com 
mitted solely against icltat we Protestants arrange as 
the tenth commandment of the Decalogue, is required to 
be fully stated to a Priest, under the aspect of impera 
tive religious obligation, and with the associated doctrine 
Utat any voluntary concealment is nothing less than ab 
solute sacrilege. See Concil. Trident, sess. xiv. c. 5. 
can. i. xv. and Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 139. 

Accordingly, in his zeal to convict the Anglican 
Church of error, the Bishop of Strasbourg undertakes to 
perform this arduous task, partly from Scripture, and 
partly from the evidence of Primitive Antiquity. Discuss. 
Amic. Lettr. xi. vol. ii. p. 138 203. 

1. To discover in Scripture any explicit command 
either of Christ or of his Apostles, that we should perio 
dically make to a Priest a distinct and particular confes 
sion of all our remembered mortal sins under the pain of 
incurring the guilt of sacrilege by deliberate and volun 
tary concealment, was obviously a matter altogether 
impossible. The Bishop, therefore, does not attempt it. 
Yet, what cannot be proved explicitly, may, he thinks, 
be proved inductively. 

The power of the keys, or the right of absolution and 
retention, he argues, has been given by Christ to his 
Apostles and their lawfully constituted successors. But 
this power cannot be effectively exercised, without Auri 
cular Confession as practised in the Church of Rome : 
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because, unless the Priest be made intimately ticunainted. 
with the. misdeals of his penitent, lie cannot knoic the 
actual internal disposition o/ his soul; and, unless he 
knoics the actual internal disposition of his soul, he can- 
nut tell u-hether lie be a fit subject to receire absolution. 
Therefore, by a necessary consequence from Holy Scrip 
ture, periodical Auricular Confession of our sins to a 
I riest is imposed upon us as a duty of strict reliyious 
obligation. 

(1.) With respect to this syllogism, I might well ob 
serve, that the doctrine of absolution bv a Priest, as now 

tf 

taught in the Latin Church, agrees but very ill with the 
doctrine maintained by Antiquity. 

Nemo se fallat, says the venerable Cyprian even in 
the middle of the third century ; nemo se decipiat. Solus 
Dominus misereri potest. Veniam peccatis, quae in 
ipsum commissa sunt, solus potest ille largiri, qui pec- 
cata nostra portavit, qui pro nobis doluit, quern Deus 
tradidit pro peccatis nostris. Homo Deo esse non potest 
major : nee remittere aut douare indulgentia sua servus 
potest, quod in Dominum delicto graviore commissum 
est : ne adhuc lapso et hoc accedat ad crimen, si nesciat 
esse proedictum ; Maledictu.s homo, qui spent habet in 
Itomine. Dominus orandus est, Dominus nostra satis 
factions placandus est; qui negautem negare se dixit, 
qui omne judicium de Patre solus accepit. Cyprian, de 
Laps. Oper. vol. i. p. 129. 

(2.) Let this, however pass : and, purely for the sake 
of argument, conceding the propriety of the roman doc 
trine of post fire absolution, rather than enforcing the 
more seemly doctrine of conditionally dec/a rat ire abso 
lution, on the part of the Priesthood ; let us, even thus, 
see, how Dr. Trevern s syllogism will support itself. 

Now his syllogism undeniably rests altogether upon 
the position : that A Priest can form no accurate juda- 

M m 2 
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ment of the actual internal disposition of his penitent in 
regard to sincerity or hypocrisy, unless that penitent 
shall minutely specify to him, in full circumstantiality, 
all the recollected sins against the decalogue which he 
has ever committed : 

On this position, the syllogism avowedly depends : 
and, although the same position is confidently laid down 
by the Council of Trent, its gross and hopeless absurdity 
is so enormous, that a mere statement of it is amply 
sufficient for its full exposure. See Concil. Trident, sess. 
xiv. c. 5. p. 148, 149. 

2. If, however, the ENFORCEMENT of Auricular Con 
fession as practised in the modern Church of Rome 
cannot be proved from Scripture ; Dr. Trevern is at any 
rate confident, that the primitive Church of Christ is his 
decided ally. 

The true limits of legitimate testimony, as I have 
already observed, cannot, at the very utmost, be extended 
beyond the period of the three first centuries. In saying 
this, I mean not to allow, that Dr. Trevern can prove his 
point from the practice even of a much later period, and 
I might well insist upon the speedy abrogation of the 
novelty of private confession on the part of the Greek 
Church about the end of the fourth century by reason of 
its soon experienced grievously immoral consequences : 
but I simply wish to intimate, that our legitimate in 
quiries must, on the principles of historic evidence, be 
confined within those most sufficiently ample boundaries. 
See Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 19. Sozomen. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. vii. c. 16. 

From the three first centuries, then, Dr. Trevern ad 
duces, in evidence, Clement of Rome, Ireneus, Tertullian, 
Origen, and Cyprian. 

In pursuance of his own references, I have followed 
him to all those writers : and the result has been precisely 
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such, as, from his ordinary loose style of pretended de 
monstration, might well have been anticipated. 

NOT o\i: of his alleged witnesses says a single sylla 
ble, in regard to the priinitire ecc/esiastical enforcement 
of a periodically private ami i&gt;arti&lt;-nlar con legion to a 
/V/V.s7, muter the aspect Unit such a confession is of strict 
relit/ions ohlii/ation and necessity. 

(1.) His first witness is the Roman Clement: and his 
management of that author is perfectly characteristic. 

In the passage cited from Clement, he commences his 
operations with interpolating the word ALL : and then he 
deliberately argues from his own interpolation ; as if 
Clement had intimated, that we are bound to confess all 
our sins to a Priest. Yet Clement himself merely says . 
that We ouyht to rej&gt;ent of our sins here, because there 
(fill lie t/d room for confession and repentance liereai 
Of the duty of universal private confession to a Priest, he 
absolutely gives not so much as a hint. 

"Ewe to^\v lv TOVTty n[5 (coo-jutj), ii&gt; ry oraoKL u 
TTOVIJOO, jUTavo/ja(o/uv t oXrjc Tf/C Ka^Stac, iva 
WTTO TOV Kuptou, ta&gt;c t^&lt;o|Uv icaipov /uitTavotaQ. 
TO E^tXOftv i}/J.ag K TOV KOGfiov, ovKtTt cvvajuitOa tKti io- 
/LioXoyi iaacrQat j |UTavotv trt Clem. Rom. Epist. ad 
Corinth, ii. 8. 

(2.) His- second witness is Ireneus : and, for evidence, 
he refers us to two several passages in the Work of that 
Father against Heresies. 

The first of these two passages gives us an account of 
a worthless gnosticising impostor named Marcus, who 
induced many silly women to join his party, and win, 
then most infamously abused his influence over them : 
and it finally states (the matter, I suppose, ^hieh con 
stitutes Dr. Treverifs facile demonstration), that some of 
the-e women, on their repentance, made a full /&lt;/// /J-vww 
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of the impurities into which they had been seduced. 
Iren. adv. h3r. lib. i. c. 9. 

The second of the two passages tells us, that the heretic 
Cerdon (in his better days, I do suppose) often went to 
church and made confession (soepe in ecclesiam veniens, 
et exomologesin faciens) : but, whether, by the necessity 
of discipline, he made a periodical private confession to a 
Priest duly seated in a confessional box, or whether he 
joined only in a general public liturgical confession of 
sin to Almighty God, we receive no information from 
Ireneus. Iren. adv. haer. lib. iii. c. 4. 

(3.) His third witness is Tertullian : and never, surely, 
was a witness more infelicitously selected. 

Tertullian, in the place referred to, says not a word re 
specting the duty of private auricular confession to a 
Priest : he speaks only of public penitential confession 
of gross and scandalous sin, made to THE LORD before 
his ALTAR, in the presence of the whole assembled con 
gregation. 

Exomologesis est, qua delictum DOMINO nostrum 
coufi temur : non, quidern, ut ignaro ; sed quatenus satis- 
factio confessione disponitur, confessione pcEnitentia 
nascitur, poenitentia Deus mitigatur. Itaque exonio- 
logesis prosternendi et humilificaudi hominis disciplina 
est, conversationem injungens im sericordiae illicem. De 
ipso quoque habitu atque victu mandat, sacco et cineri 
incubare, corpus sordibus obscurare, anirnum moeroribus 
dejicere, jejuniis preces alere, ingemiscere. lachrymari 
et mugire dies noctesque ad Dominum Deum tuum, 
Presbyteris advolvi et ARIS DEI adgeniculari, omnibus 
fratribus legationes deprecationis suae injungere. Tertull. 
de Poenit. ix. Oper. p. 483, 484. 

(4.) His fourth witness is Origen. 

This author recommends, in the place referred to for 
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the purpose ol establishing the primitive 
of priratc auricular cottf&lt; **in to a Priest, that, when 
sins press heavily upon the conscience, the offender 
should confidentially state his case to some di&gt;creet and 
experienced adviser, rather than smother it \vithin his 
own bosom ; a recommendation, in the propriety of 
which, lew, at least in some peculiar cases, will refuse 
to concur : but, whether any individual should choose to 
follow his recommendation (which exactly corresponds 
with that in our anglican warning for the celebration of 
the holy communion), was, so far as respects the point 
of olli(/ation, purely optional. Orig. Homil. ii. in Psalm 
xxxvii. 

(5.) His fifth witness is Cyprian. 

The admirable Bishop of Carthage is so strangely 
wide of the mark in respect to the avowed purpose of his 
adduction by Dr. Trevern, that, were I not tolerably well 
acquainted with that disingenuous Prelate s humour of 
catching at straws, I should really admire his splendid 
audacity of reference and citation. 

In the Discourse on the lapsed, to which we are in 
vited for evidence in favour of the primitive enforcement 
ut private periodical auricular confession to a Priest &lt;is 
note enjoined Inj the Church of Rome, Cyprian never 
once even so much as mentions the subject. He is 
treating, throughout the whole Discourse, of an entirely 
different topic. Confession, indeed, he very largely 
mentions : but then the ONLY confession, of which he 
sp&lt; ;iks, is that public confession of apostasy from the 
Faith united with the long probative humility of public 
penitence, which the strict discipline of the primitive 
Church required of all those who in time of persecution 
had through terror lapsed into pagan idolatry, ere they 
could be readmitted to the privilege of full ecclesiastical 
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communion with the permanently stedfast and faithful. 
Cyprian, de Laps. Oper. vol. i. p. 121 138. 

II. Such is the evidence, by a gross misrepresentation 
of which the Bishop of Strasbourg would unblushingly 
persuade our English Laity, that a forced system of pe 
riodical private confession to a Priest, altogether identi 
cal with the present offensive and mischievous imposi 
tion of the Roman Church, prevailed from the beginning 
in the Church Catholic. 

Nor is this the whole extent of Dr. Trevern s unwarrant 
able paltering. He likewise has the actual effrontery to 
adduce, as if it were scriptural, though in plain defiance 
of very plain Greek, the strange unauthorised distinction 
between menial repentance and bodily penance, which 
is one of the many cherished delights of the Latin 
Church : just as if, in the original of the New Testament, 
two entirely different words were used to express two 
entirely different ideas. 

Repentance, he tells us, is the sole condition of the 
Reformation: but this is not sufficient: we must also 
confess and do penance. 

(See Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 202, 203.) In the place 
here referred to, he makes a distinction, between le re 
pent ir, and lefaire penitence or le remplir les ceuvres de 
penitence qui nous sont prescrites pour satisfaire a la 
justice divine. This last phrase, works of penance, he 
seems to have fabricated out of St. Paul s expression, 
ata TTJC /MEravoiae e pya, works ivorthy of repentance or 
works meet for repentance or (in other words) a holy 
conversation suitable to repentance. Acts xxvi. 20. 

Now I beg to ask: Where is there a single passage in 
the whole New Testament, which enjoins the perform 
ance of a latin penance as necessary to eternal salva 
tion ? 
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Ail uneducated Romanist, who peradventure has read 
the translations authorised by liis Church, will promptly 
reply, that Penance /.&lt; enjoined a&lt;/ain anil aaain in ///// 
Scripture. But the Bishop of Strasbourg is not an un 
educated Romanist. He knows perfectly well, that the 
expressions penance and to do penance, which perpe 
tually occur with most ridiculous absurdity in the romish 
versions of the New Testament, do not exhibit the true 
idea of the original words /utravota and /*ravoti&gt;. These 
words, from the very necessity of their etymology, relate, 
not to the outward austerities which the Latin Church 
enjoins under the name of Penance, but purely and ex 
clusively to that moral change of mind which we deno 
minate Repentance. Nay, what renders Dr. Trevern 
still more inexcusable, is the notorious fact, that, to 
escape absolute nonsense, the romish versions are some 
times actually compelled to exhibit the true sense of the 
original. Thus, while they render one and the same 
greek word /zETavoetv, sometimes to repent, and some 
times to do penance: the Bishop of Strasbourg is not 
ashamed to attack the hated Reformation, on the score 
that it rejects the necessity of bodily penance, and re 
quires only mental repentance cridencitKj itself (as St. 
Paul speaks) in meet or appropriate icorks of holiness ; 
thus insinuating, what is palpably contrary to fact, that 
the phraseology of the New Testament equally inculcates 
the tifn perfectly distinct ideas by two perfectly distinct 
words, and that the Reformation arbitrarily adopts the 
one inculcated idea while it rejects the other no less in 
culcated idea. 

By this lamentable, and (I fear) systematic mistransla 
tion of the greek original, thousands and millions may 
have been seduced by the apostatic Church of Rome into 
a scheme of mere unauthorised and misdeemed merito 
rious will worship. 
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NUMBER III. 

SATISFACTION. 

In point sf principle or of theoretical rationale, the 
fruitful parent of expiatory penance, expiatory good 
deeds, purgatory, indulgences, and supererogation is the 
vain phantasy so congenial to our proud though fallen 
nature, the phantasy of Meritorious Satisfaction. 

This deeply rooted and widely pullulating heresy, which 
lies at the bottom of all false schemes of religion whether 
pagan or papal or mohammedan or socinian, is cherished 
in all its baneful luxuriance by the Church of Rome : 
and the account, which is very accurately given of it by 
the Bishop of Strasbourg, may be briefly stated in man 
ner following. 

TJte meritorious passion of Christ upon the cross de 
livers us only from the eternal punishment of sin : in a 
temporal point of view, we ourselves must make satisfac 
tion for it to the offended justice of God. Now this sa 
tisfaction is made, partly by our personally undergoing 
certain penalties, and partly by our performing certain 
meritorious good works. With respect to the penalties, 
they consist of bodily penance here and of the pains of 
purgatory hereafter : with respect to the meritorious or 
expiatory good works (oeuvres expiatoires), they consist 
of abstinence and fasting and the care of widows or 
orphans and alms-giving and the visitation of the sick ; 
works, Dr. Trevern observes, which in the Latin Church 
are reckoned among the most important satisfactions. 
Discuss. Amic. Lettr. xii. vol. ii. p. 204 225. 

I. For such a scheme of doctrine as this ; I speak in 
regard to its principle or rationale : the question is, whe- 
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ther there be any foundation, either in Holy Scripture, 
or in the ;i\ &lt;&gt;wed lailli of the reiilly primitive Church. 

1. Dr. Trevern, according to his wont, confidently as 
serts : that Christ made satisfaction for our sins, only 
so far as to exempt us from eternal punishment; and 
that we ourselves must supply the defect in our Redeem 
er s expiation, partly by undergoing temporal punish 
ment on earth or in purgatory, partly by perfonning cer 
tain meritorious actions in the way of an expiatory sa 
tisfaction to God for our transgressions. This doctrine 
he boldly avows to be the undoubted mind of Christ: 
and, as such, he claims to prove it from Scripture itself. 

What, then, is the amount of his promised demonstra 
tion ? Truly, his meagre proof from Scripture is limited, 
aft IT all his lofty grandiloquence and endlessly prolix de 
clamation, to lite mourning of Job among the axhes on 
account of hi* trials, to the sackcloth repentance of Dm id 
and Ahab and the King of Nincreh, and to a strange 
pern-rsion of a very i&gt;l&lt;iin passage of St. Paul trherein 
the Apostle speaks of the afflict ions of Christ the head 
being filled up in the afflictions of his mystical body tJie 
Church. 

How these are to demonstrate, that either temporal 
suffering* or tin performance of good deeds can make an 
t .cpialory satisfaction to God s justice for our raried 
transgressions; the lofty enterprize undertaken by the 
Bishop of Strasbourg : I must even confess myself utterly 
unable to comprehend. There is not, so far as I can dis 
cover, the very slightest perceptible coherence between 
his premises and his conclusion. When thrown into the 
useful form of a syllogism, which will distinctly exhibit 
the real amount of Dr. Trevcrn s prodigal verbosity, his 
whole argument runs in manner following. 

Job mourned among Hie ashes &lt;&gt;n account of his (rials : 
Da i id and Ahab and the king of Xinereh repmied in 
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sackcloth : and the afflictions of Christ the head are still 
harmoniously prolonged in the afflictions of his suffering 
body the Church. THEREFORE, temporal punishments 
endured, and good deeds performed, are able, by their 
expiatory meritoriousness, to satisfy the strict justice of 
our heavenly Father. 

I have rarely fortuned to light upon a more perfect 
specimen of logical inconclusiveness. 

2. If the proof from Scripture be thus palpably and 
even ludicrously defective, the testimony of the early 
Fathers to a doctrine altogether unscriptural could only 
benefit the Church of Rome so far as establishing the 
deplorable fact of a very rapid and baneful corruption. 

Dr. Trevern quotes, Tertullian of the second and third 
centuries, Cyprian of the third century, Ambrose of the 
fourth century, and Augustine of the fourth and fifth cen 
turies, as teaching, that We make satisfaction to God by 
the temporal pains which we endure. 

If these writers employ such language in the sense 
annexed to it by the Latin Church, I can have no hesi 
tation in saying, that they speak without a shadow of 
authority from Scripture. But I greatly doubt, whether 
they mean to convey the precise idea, which the Bishop 
would ascribe to them. We all know, that, in the classi 
cal idiom, the same phrase indifferently signifies to give 
satisfaction and to suffer punishment. This very simple 
circumstance is probably the true key to the phraseology 
employed by certain of the Fathers. When they spake 
of a man making satisfaction to God by any manner of 
temporal suffering ; they meant not, I apprehend, to in 
timate, that his pains were meritoriously capable of ex 
piating his transgressions, but only that in the course of 
God s just moral government sin ought to have merited 
punishment as its companion even though the offender 
might ultimately be saved. 
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In this \ic\v ni thr matter, I semi t&lt;&gt; be confirmed 1&gt;\ 
tlu- language of Ambrose, so late as the last quarter of 
the fourth century : language, which is of no \ fry easy 
&gt;nciliation with the theory advocated by Dr. Trevern. 

I tinam hanc stipulain in nu-sse, hoc est, inanem 
a\ t Tiani fructus mei, non abjiciat, sed colligat Ergo et 
agrndam poenitentiam, et tribuendain veniani, credere 
nos convi iiit : nt veniain, tainen, tanquam ex fide spere- 
imis, non tanqnam ex debito. Ambros. de Poenit. lib. ii. 
c. 8. Oper. col. 191. 

Would l/Ktf the Lord would not reject, but collect, 
tli in my mere stubble in the harvest, these empty wild 
oats of my fructification ! It is Jittiny, therefore, to 
believe, both that penance is to be performed, and that 
pardon is to be (/ranted : nerertheless, in such manner, 
tJiaf ice sltoiild hope for pardon, as from faith, not as 
from debt. 

Be this, however, as it may, if we must refer to the 
ancients for the purpose of ascertaining the real doctrine 
of the primitive Church, doubtless the testimony and 
authority of St. Paul s own fellow-labourer, the Roman 
Clement, who nourished in the first century and who was 
taught by the Apostles, are incomparably more valuable 
and more decisive, than those of the much later Fathers, 
Tertullian and Cyprian and Ambrose and Augustine. 

Ylavrtq ovv iSo^aadijaav KOI t/j.ja\vv6r]aav, ov Bt avTtov 
j*/ rdv igrycw avrwv rije StJcatOTrpa-y/ ac rjC 
aXXa ota 0tXijuaroc avrov. Kai iifitt^ ovv, Sa 
avrov iv Xo(ar(j I/jcroi; K\i)OivT, ov Si lavrwv ciKaiov- 
fj.eBa, oubt ^ta TIJQ jj/utripa? (TO0i ac&gt; ^/ crvviauaq, T) tvat- 
/3ft ac, i] tpywv ivv KaTtipyaaa/JLtOa Iv 6o-torjri wapSt ac 
aAAa Sia rT/c 1 TT/arewC) $i ^C iravraq rovq air" alijvoq b 



T&lt;IV alatvwv, A/u/jv. Ti ovv iroifiatttfjiiv, oceX&lt;^ot; 

OTTO rfjc ayaBoTTouas, KOI iynaTaXtiirwiJitv TIJV aya- 
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irt]v ; Mrj^djuwe rouro t aval o At(T7roT] $ 7 j/uTv 
va&lt;. AXXa (nrevcrw/j.v, jusra IkTfvtiac KOI 7rpo0ujuiac, 
tpyov ayadbv iriTE\tiv. Clem. Rom. Epist. ad Corinth. 
i. 32, 33. 

^4^, therefore, have been glorified and magnified, not 
tli rough themselves or through their own works of righ 
teousness u tych the;/ have done, but through the will of 
God. Wherefore, being called through his will in Christ 
Jems, we are justified, not through ourselves, or through 
our own ivisdom or intellect or piety, or through the 
works which we have icrought in holiness of heart ; but 
through faith, by which the Almighty God has justified 
all from everlasting. To him be glory and honour 
through all ages! What then shall we do, brethren? 
Shall we be slothful from the performance of good deeds, 
and shall we forsake charity ? The Lord forbid that 
such should be our case ! Rather let us hasten, with all 
vehemence and alacrity, to accomplish every good work. 

II. Of the mishapen brood, which universally spring 
from the unscriptural tenet of Satisfaction, I have already 
noticed, at very considerable length, the doctrine of Pur 
gatory. It only remains, therefore, to offer a few obser 
vations upon the rest of its offspring, 

1. In Penance, simply viewed as an outward expres 
sion of inward Repentance, there is certainly nothing 
blameworthy : and, if any individual finds himself spi 
ritually profited by bodily mortification, he is perfectly 
justified in his use of it. Thus, for instance, fasting is 
recognised by the Anglican Church and (I believe) by 
every other Reformed Church, as a beneficial mean of 
putting our souls in a proper posture to meet their God. 
But, when Penance is taken up under the vain notion, 
that it is an expiatory deed which is available to satisfy 
the justice of the Almighty : then, instead of being use 
ful, it becomes positively mischievous ; because it at once 
13 
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advances a claim of merit on our part, and removes us 
from the only sure foundation of the merit of Christ. 

Dr. Trevern asks, whether to appease the anger of 
&lt;iil and to sdtiy y It is justice do not ultimately eome to 
the same thing ? 

I readily answer, NO. The difference consists in the 
total dissimilarity of ideas conveyed respectively by those 
two phrasrs. Sincere repentance, offered up through the 
alone merits of Christ, is doubtless available to appease 
God s anyer, when we have sinned against him: but 
such repentance does nothing to satisfy hiijiutice in the 
way of making a meritorious expiation. To talk, indeed, 
of the expiatory mcritoriouuie** of repentance, is a plain 
contradiction in terms. By the very act of repentance, 
we acknowledge ourselves to be sinners. But what pos 
sible expiatory meritoriousness can there be in a sorrow 
ful acknowledgment and direct confession that we are 
great and undeserving offenders ? Clearly, there can be 
none : unless, indeed, we are prepared to maintain the 
actual existence of that moral paradox, a meritorious 
sinner or &lt;t lioly transgressor. 

2. The various good deeds, enumerated by the Bishop 
of Strasbourg, all certainly, /// tftemselces, deserve our 
approbation : yet, through noxious admixtures and em 
pirical adulterations, the very best things may be turned 
even into a deadly poison. 

We reformed Catholics, quite as fully as the unre- 
formed Catholics of the Roman Church, allow the ex 
cellence, and (under one aspect) the necessity, of good 
works. But this is not precisely the question. Dr. 
Trevcm clearly deems them meritorious : for, unless 
such be their supposed character, 1 perceive not how 
they can make an expiatory satisfaction to God for our 
trans^ivNvinns. Now it is under this precise idea of their 
alleged meritoriousness, that the language and doctrine 
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of the Latin Church are by us thought to be objection 
able. We acknowledge, says the accurate Hooker, A 
DUTIFUL NECESSITY of doing well : but the MERITO 
RIOUS DIGNITY of doing well we utterly renounce. 
Disc, of Justific. vii. This, I believe, is the doctrine, 
not only of the Church of England, but of all the Re 
formed Churches : the doctrine, not only of all the Re 
formed Churches, but of that venerable and most ancient 
witnessing Church, which, by a long line of succession 
connecting itself immediately with the primitive ages, 
may claim the high and extraordinary praise of not being 
a Reformed Church, simply because it required not re 
formation. With the depressed, but unextinguishable, 
Church of the Piedmontese Valleys, we all, if I mistake 
not, agree in this vitally important point. We confess 
the DUTY, but we reject the MERIT, of good works : and, 
viewing them under that aspect, we thence consistently 
deny the possibility of their making any expiatory satis 
faction to God for our transgressions. Adopting the 
language of the judicious Hooker, we dare not call God 
to reckoning, as if we had him in our debt-books. The 
little fruit which we have in holiness, it is, God know- 
eth, corrupt and unsound. We put no confidence at all 
in it : we challenge nothing in the world for it. Our 
constant suit to God is and must be, to bear with our in 
firmities, and to pardon our offences. Disc, of Justific. 
vii. 

In this lowly estimate even of our best performances, 
we hold ourselves to be wan-anted, not only by the ex 
press decision of Scripture, but by the entire analogy of 
the Christian Faith. So far from arithmetically calcu 
lating a proportionable correspondence between merit 
and reward; we deem it more seemly, to adopt the 
words which our Saviour Christ hath prepared for us, 
and to confess that when we have done all we have still 
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done nothing more tlniii our bare l&gt;rn : in-icud . , 
cribing to our \vorks any even remote possibility of mak 
ing AN i:\ri \TORY s ATISI u i ION to God s strict jus 
tice lor our many evil deeds; the whole analogy of I- aith. 
as propounded luminously to the primitive Roman Churcli 
by the great Apostle himself, compels us to take up a 
doctrinal system diametrically opposite. Luke xvii. 10. 
Horn. iii. 1928. v. 1021. xi. (&gt;. The doctrine of 
MI-: KIT, and the doctrine of DUTY, in short, lie at the 
very root of the utterly irreconcileable differences between 
the lapsed Church of Rome and the reformed Church of 
England. 

3. Indulgences sprung out of the penitential discipline 
of the primitive Church. 

Persons, who had lapsed into idolatry, or who had 
been guilty of any scandalous crime, were separated by 
ecclesiastical authority from the body of the faithful : 
nor were they readmitted, until, by a course of austere 
penitence, they had sufficiently evinced their sincerity 
and their amendment. The Church, however, which, 
like every other well-organised society, possessed and 
exercised the power of ejecting or receiving members, 
was induced, when she had well-grounded reason to be 
lieve repentance sincere, occasionally to relax the severity 
or to shorten the time of this required probation. When 
that was done, the grace, accorded to the penitent, was 
naturally styled (in indulgence. 

Such, and such only, were the indulgences of the pri 
mitive Church: and I know not what objection can be 
rationally taken to the system of her moral discipline. 

Hut, when the unscriptural notion of d int&gt;riluri&lt;ntx c.f- 
)&gt;i&lt;il&lt;&gt;ni sntix( &lt;icti&lt;in to 6W \ juxtirc was annexed to the 
ancient probationary penance required by the Church as 
an evidence of sincerity, the same pestilent idea infected 
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also with its antichristian poison the simple primitive 
indulgence. 

If self-inflicted punishment for sin, or punishment in 
flicted by ecclesiastical authority, could make an expia 
tory satisfaction to the divine justice : then the power of 
remitting such punishment was equivalent to the power 
of declaring, that the Church, according to her ow r n good 
pleasure and discretion, could assign to the divine justice 
a smaller measure of expiatory satisfaction than that jus 
tice would otherwise have claimed. 

Now this extraordinary speculation, in pursuance of 
which the Church bountifully undertook to determine, 
that God not unfrequently was and ought to be satisfied 
with a lighter degree of expiation, than his own justice, 
if left to itself, would have exacted from the offender : 
this extraordinary speculation sprang, naturally and of 
necessity, from the new doctrine of an Expiatory Satis 
faction to God, engrafted upon the primitive very harm 
less or rather very laudable discipline of penance and 
indulgence. Discuss. Amic. Lettr. xiii. 

The revolting arrogance of so strange a phantasy, 
when plainly exhibited in its true colours, must, I think, 
shock every well-regulated mind. 

To imagine, that the divine justice would agree to be 
satisfied with a smaller quantity of expiation than the 
amount of its original requirement, and that each Priest 
enjoyed the singular privilege of adjusting the terms of 
this yet more singular bargain between God and his 
creature, is contrary alike to Scripture and to every 
consistent idea which we can fonn of the divine attri 
butes. 

Yet this theory, which, if really founded upon the 
Bible, would drive every thinking mind into absolute in 
fidelity, was but the legitimate offspring of the new doc- 
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trine of E.rpia orif Satin/action as BOpentdded to the old 
penitential discipline of the Church. 

(1.) We an- assured, however, by the adventurous 
liishop of Strasbourg, that Indulgences, viewed (l&gt;e it 
aret ully observed) under the present precise aspect, rest 
upon the authority of St. Paul. 

The great Apostle, says lie, teaches us positively, that 
ID lite Church belongs the double riaht of prescribing 
&lt;i)id of mitigating satisfactory fMMttfofttffftfe. Discuss. 
Amic. vol. ii. p. 2-27. 

For the establishment of this assertion, he refers to t\vo 
connected passages in the two Epistles to the Corin 
thians. 1 Corinth, v. 1 5. 2 Corinth, ii. 6 10. 

According to the ancient and godly discipline of the 
primitive Church, the Corinthians, as St. Paul expresses 
himself, had delivered an incestuous member of their 
community unto Satan for the (Jest ruction of Hie Jiesh y 
Unit /he spirit mil/lit be sared in the day of the Lord 
Jesus. 1 Corinth, v. 5. This they did under the im 
mediate sanction of the anxious Apostle : and, afterward, 
when they were satisfied as to the sincerity of the man s 
contrition, they pardoned him the disgrace which he had 
brought upon the Church, and readmitted him to the en 
joyment of his former privileges as a baptised Christian. 
The circumstance and the ground of his readmissioii 
were communicated to St. Paul : and St. Paul, in reply, 
informed them ; that, as they had forgiven the offender, 
so likewise did he for their sakes in the person of Christ. 
2 Corinth, ii. 10. 

Such was the very simple transaction, from which, 
with his wonted rapidity of facile inference, Dr. Trevern 
has learned, for the information of the English Laity, 
that, by the special authority of St. Paul, to the Church 
bc/nnas (he double riahf of prescribing and of niiiiyat- 
in&lt;j satisfactory punishments : punishments, that i.s to 
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s;iv, according to his avowed doctrine, which should he 
able to make a meritorious expiatory satisfaction, not 
merely to the outraged Church viewed as a body-corpo 
rate, but even to the divine justice itself. 

(2.) Bad, however, as indulgences may be when viewed 
even under the present most unscriptural aspect, their 
evil admitted of a still higher degree of sublimation. 

The Bishop, like a prudent controvertist, treads lightly 
over ground which assuredly is not hallowed. What 
was the crying nuisance, which first roused the honest 
indignation of the great and much calumniated Luther ? 
The Pope, commencing business as a wholesale dealer, 
actually drove a gainful pecuniary traffic in ecclesiastical 
indulgences ! Instruments of this description, by which 
the labour of making a fancied meritorious satisfaction 
to God by penance or by good works or by the fabled 
pains of Purgatory was pared down to the dwarfish 
standard that best suited the purse of a wealthy offender, 
were sold in the lump, to a tribe of monastic vagabonds, 
by the Prelate who claimed to be upon earth the divinely 
appointed Vicar of Christ. These men purchased them 
of the Pope, by as good a wholesale bargain as they 
could make : and then, after the mode of itinerant ped 
lars, they disposed of them in retail, each indulgence of 
course bearing an adequate premium, to those who af 
fected such articles of commerce. The madness of su 
perstition could be strained no higher : the Reformation 
bm - st forth like a torrent : and Luther, with the long- 
suppressed Bible in his hand, gloriously merited and 
obtained the eternal hatred of an incorrigible Priesthood. 

4. It is worthy of observation, that Dr. Trevern is 
wholly silent as to the imaginary fund, whence the in 
exhaustible stock of papal indulgences is supplied. 

Whether he was himself ashamed of the doctrine of 
supererogation, or whether lie thought it imprudent to 
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exhibit such a portent before (he eyes of his en^lish laic 

correspondent, 1 shall not pretend to determine. I Yom 

\\hatevcrinotive, lie omits it altogether. Yet tlic lucra 
tive absurdity is in no wise obsolete. We have the au 
thority of the late sovereign Pontiff himself to assert that 
it still, even in the present day, continues to exist. Let 
the tale be recited in his own words: for no other can 
be found equally appropriate. 

M &gt; hare rcsolred, says Pope Leo in the year 18-2-1, by 
rirlne of tin 1 MftkoHty given to ns front hen re//, t nlly lo 
unlock Unit sacred treasure, composed of the merits, snj- 
ferinus, anil rirliies, of Christ our Lord mid of Jiis 
I injin-Motlter and of (ill tJie Saints, icliicli ilic author 
ifliunniH mil ration lutx enlntxleil to our dupeiuatiOH 
To I/OK, therefore, venerable brethren, Patriarchs^ Pri- 
s, Archl&gt;ixhoii, Dtshopx, it beloiujx to e.fjilaht icHIt 
the poicer of Indulgences : ichul /.v their tf- 
itt the n-iiiixxioii, not unli/ of the canonical penance, 
hut &lt;i/w off In temporal punishment &lt;lne to the dirine 
just in- for post sin ; anil trim I succour is afforded, onl 
if this hedrenlif treasure, from the merits of Christ and 
his Saints, to vttch as hare departed real penitents in 
r s lore, &gt;H t bifore /he;/ had duhf satisfied by fruits 
n-ortlnj of penance for sins of commission and omission, 
and are notr pnriftjiinj in tJiefire of Puraatorif, that an 
entrance may be opened for Diem into their eternal 
country ichere nofhint/ defiled is admitted. Bull for the 
observ. of the Jubilee. A. I). 18:2 "&gt;. 

P roni a st.u-k of merits, supplemental to the otherwise 
too scanty merits of Christ, and contributed by the dead 
Saints over and above what was j, ry lor theniseh &a : 

from this hetero-cneous stock, which by s]&gt;ecial divine 
authority the Pope cren note at tnally claims to ha\ 
his own disposal, indiiU ued, which shall not 

only remit the canonical penance imposed b\ the Church 
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and thus liberate the fortunate possessors from the tem 
poral punishment in this world due for past sin to the 
divine justice, but which shall also open the very doors 
of Purgatory for the blissful escape of those faithful suf 
fering spirits who departed this life without having made 
full satisfaction for their iniquities by fruits worthy of 
penance ! 

The time will come, it was long since foretold, when 
they will not endure sound doctrine: but, after their 
own lusts, shall tJiey heap to themselves teachers, hariny 
itchiny ears. And they shall turn away their ears from 
THE TRUTH, and shall be turned unto FABLES. 2 Tim. 
iv. 3, 4. 



NUMBER IV. 

ANGLICAN ORDERS. 

THE Bishop of Strasbourg, in a tone of dogmatism which 
more prudently as well as more decorously might well 
have been omitted, has taken upon himself, for the honest 
purpose of perplexing his English Layman, to decide, 
that the Orders of the Anglican Church are invalid, and 
consequently that our pretended Clergy are mere Laics 
without any legitimate apostolical call to the ministration 
of God s word and sacraments. Discuss. Amic. Lettr. i. 
vol. i. p. 1 14. 

Every thing, says this unprovoked calumniator of his 
brethren, which has been done in the Church of England 
under Elisabeth, has been done without right and with 
out a shadow of possible competency. The whole is radi 
cally null, in the commencement ; null, during its present 
existence; null, so long as it shall continue to exist. 
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These truth .v (ire not less clear (&lt;&gt; the intellect, than, 
broad daiiliijht /v to the ritual &lt;&gt;rtj&lt;inx. Discuss. Ainic. 
M)!. ii. ]&gt;. -108. 

1 . It is somewhat remarkable : that Dr. Trevcrn should 
carefullv specify, as linuinaries of the Galilean Church, 
Pen-on and Morin and Petau and Vansleb and Renaudot 
and Le Brun and Arnauld and Nicole (Discuss. Amic. 
vol. ii. p. 397.) ; and yet that he should have been as 
totally silent respecting the very learned and the very 
able C ourayer, as il no such individual had ever existed. 
Nevertheless, on the precise point of the English Ordina 
tions, this identical Courayer was the professed opponent 
of Renaudot, one of the writers mentioned by him with 
so much approbation. 

While Dr. Trevcrn was engaged in the charitable and 
doubtless (according to the title of his Book) very atnlcaUe 
occupation of strenuously reviling, to an English Layman, 
the Orders of the Anglican Church : while lie was dili 
gently employed in assuring his correspondent, that, from 
the reign of Elisabeth, every thing was null; null yester 
day, null to day, null to-morrow, null to the very end of 
time : why did he not inform his meditated proselyte, that 
one of the ablest defences of the validity of our Ordinations 
actually written; not by an individual among our 
selves, but by a Latin Ecclesiastic; not by a Latin Ec 
clesiastic of some obscure and easily overlooked district, 
but by a native of the always distinguished country to 
which Dr. Trevern himself owes the no small honour of 
his own origination ? 

Was the Bishop of Strasbourg ignorant of the existence 
of the Work of Courayer ? If so : how shall we deem so 
scantily instructed a controvertist in any wise competent 
to step forward lor the purpose of gratuitously attacking 
the Church of England : 
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Was the Bishop of Strasbourg well acquainted with 
the Work of Courayer ? If so : why did he not, in all 
fairness, refer his english friend to that masterly produc 
tion ; in order that, after perusing his own crude and 
hasty invectives, the Layman might have an opportunity 
of learning the well argued and well established senti 
ments of another French Romanist, who, without any 
great derogation from Dr. Trevern, may certainly, in 
point of talents and acquirements, be pronounced at the 
least not his inferior ? 

However we are to account for the fact, yet assuredly 
it is a fact, that the Gallican Prelate, while amicably 
occupied in the hopeful task of vilifying our English Or 
dinations, preserves a most ominous silence respecting 
the important Work of Courayer, entitled Dissertation 
stir t&lt;t ralidilc ties Ordinations dcx Anyfais et stir la suc 
cession des Eresqnes de V Eylise Anglicane, arcc les 
j&gt;retiresJKsfiJicafiresdesfaits arancez dans cet Ourrage. 

II. When the first edition of the Difficulties o/Roman- 
ixni was published, I take shame to myself, even though 
an Englishman, that 1 had never perused the Work of 
Courayer: for, had I done so, I should have judged my 
own very brief and summary defence of the Anglican 
Church plainly superfluous. 

But, if /, an Englishman but little conversant in gallic 
literature, thus take shame to myself for having never 
read the Work of a french author : how shall we estimate 
the unenviable predicament, in which Dr. Trevern, him 
self i\ Frenchman, must submit to be placed? 

Has he read, or has he not read, the Work of his own 
fellow-countryman, the Work of his own fellow-reli 
gionist ? 

Let the question be answered as it may, the not very 
agreeable alternative has already been stated. In his 
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attack upon our English Ordinations, he must even he 
content to take his choice between disgraceful ignorance 
and deliberate dishonesty. 

III. Couraycr, himscll a dutiful child of (he umUtcr 
innf im sfrexs of all Churches, pronounces, as a matter of 
course, us unlucky Anglicans to be graceless heretics and 
mischievous schismatics. TJml standing piece of popish 
civility were to be expected alike, whether he really in 
his heart deemed us so, or whether he prudently judged 
any urbane concession on such long since established 
points to be bad policy. 

But, while he will not flatter us, either as to our doc 
trinal faith, or as to our ecclesiastical independence : he 
settles the perfect canonical validity of our Orders upon 
such a basis of facts and authorities, as a much stronger 
arm than that of Dr. Trevern, even though aided and 
abetted by the polemical prowess of Mr. Husenbeth, will 
not be able to overturn. 

All the disingenuous assertions of the Bishop of Stras 
bourg, duly retailed at second hand by the indiscriminat- 

* 

ing zeal of his english coadjutor, had already, more than 
a century ago, been distinctly met and admirably ex 
posed to well deserved contempt by the learned and able 
Couraycr. From that lingering delight of Mr. Husen 
beth the anile figment of the Nag s Head Tavern retr&lt;&gt;- 
v/H cfirefy, down to the modern labours of Dr. Trevem 
and his editorial ally jiro.tpcctirett/, the subject, through 
the most stubborn of all arguments, that which is hiiilt 
t&lt;l&gt;on tlie direct erideitce of OFFICIALLY RECORDK1) 
FACTS, had been completely set at rest by a singularly 
powerful controvertist, who to succeeding examiners has 
left nothing to be added and nothing to be desired. 

1. Parker of Canterbury, from whom descend all our 
English Ordinations, and whose o\\n ordination conse 
quently is the turning hinge of the dispute, was COO86* 
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crated at Lambeth, on the seventeenth day of December 
in the year of grace 1559, by Barlow, Scory, Coverdale 
and Hodgkins. 

Respecting the episcopal consecration of the three 
last, anterior to their joining in the consecration of Parker, 
there is no dispute, as there can be no doubt : because it 
appears upon the public official registers. The sole 
question is that of the episcopal consecration of Barlow : 
consequently, the sole question is, whether Barlow was 
himself a Bishop or only a Presbyter when he joined in 
the consecration of Parker. 

(1.) Now, even if the anterior episcopal consecration 
of Barlow could not be established, still I see not, how 
the validity of Parker s consecration could thence be dis 
puted. In that case, his consecration would have been 
performed by three acknowledged Bishops, having a 
Presbyter as their consentient assessor : and the con 
currence of three Bishops, though I know not how the 
primitive apostolic necessity of that full tale could be 
easily demonstrated, has ever been deemed quite amply 
sufficient even by the most rigid canonist. 

True : as we may fancy the triumphant eagerness of 
those two accomplished ecclesiastical antiquaries, Dr. 
Trevern and Mr. Husenbeth, to exclaim : True : but the 
unc(i)i&lt;ticiiUy presumptuous assistance of a Presbyter 
renders null and void the whole unseemly transaction. 

Verily, this possible objection, which I have amused 
myself with stating, would come with a peculiarly bad 
grace from our two adventurous Romanists : for, if it be 
valid, alas for our entire apostolical succession, both 
Latin and Anglican ! The learned Dr. Fletcher, as Mr. 
Husoiibeth calls him, pronounces the alleged doubtful 
and fearful uncertainty, attendant upon our English 
Orders, to be an aitful consideration : yet, if their 
soundness be thus wrapped in uncertainty^ the mischief, 

10 
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I fear, will have been perpetrated a trifle more than ex 
actly one thousand years before the consecration of 
Matthew Parker. Most unluckily for our two amicable 
Hants of the Anglican Church, it stands upon re 
cord ; that, in the year 558, Pope Pelagius I. was conse 
crated Bishop even of Rome herself by no more than two 
Bishops assisted by a single concurring Presbyter. Dnm 
lion esxcnf l- .jiiscopi, qui cum ordinarent, inrenti stint 
duo fJpfscopi, Joannes de Perusio et Bonus de Ferentitto, 
et Andreas Pntbyter de Osfiu : et ordinarernnt cum. 
Lib. Pontifical, in vit. Pelagii I. The consecration, 
therefore, of Archbishop Parker, even if we concede the 
mere Presbyterism of Barlow, will be more canonical 
than that of Pope Pelagius, by the precise amount of one 
Bishop : for, while the Pope could boast of only two 
episcopal consecrators, the Archbishop might honestly 
rejoice in three. 

Mr. Husenbeth remarks, I observe, that, if Barlow 
himself was no Bishop, Mr. Faber will admit, that he 
could not hare made Parker a Bishop. 

Certainly, on such a supposition, Mr. Faber will very 
readily admit, that Barlow alone could not have conferred 
c] i iscopacy upon Parker : and he trusts, that, in return, 
Mr. Hosenbeth will with equal readiness admit, that 
Andrew the Presbyter of Ostia could not alone have con- 
ferrcd episcopacy upon Pope Pelagius. If, however, Mr. 
Husenbeth should still magnanimously contend for the 
invalidity of our English Orders on the favourite plea 
that Barlow was only a Presbyter, I shall tremble for the 
soundness of his own ordination and his mission to boot; 
i- ven to say nothing of the jurisdiction, which Bishop 
Trevern professes, as a most essential point, to have spe 
cially received from the hands of Pope Pelagius s suc- 
-or. 

Tin s parenthetic statement, de propria liberalitah. 
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1 ;ukl to the overwhelming proofs of Courayer: ibr, in 
good sooth, so fully has he established the fact of Barlow * 
own episcopal consecration, that it may well be deemed 
sportively superfluous. 1 shall give a very brief and im 
perfect account of his evidence, referring the honest in 
quirer to the Dissertation itself for his further more 
ample satisfaction. 

The name of Barlow, it is conceded, does not appear 
upon any register of episcopal consecrations now extant: 
but \hefact of his consecration is demonstrated by such 
a mass of circumstantial testimony, that it cannot be set 
aside without the introduction of an universal scepticism. 

In truth, if we are to reject the consecration of Barlow 
or even (as Dr. Fletcher speaks) deem it fearfully uncer 
tain, sit/tjilt/ because it appears not upon any extant 
register: we must, for the self-same reason, reject, or at 
least deem fearfully uncertain, the consecration of 
various Bishops, respecting whose actual consecration, 
however, not a shadow of doubt was ever entertained. 
Fox of Hereford, Sampson of Chichester, Bell of Wor 
cester, Day of Chichester, Latimer of Worcester, Withe 
of Lincoln, Bayne of Lichfield, Turberville of Exeter, 
Ilopton of Norwich, Godwell of St. Asaph, and even the 
redoubtable popish persecutor Gardiner of Winchester, 
stand all in the same predicament with Barlow, and pre 
sent all to Dr. Fletcher and Mr. Husenbeth the same 
appalling topic of auful consideration : nor can we 
establish the fact of their several consecrations, save by 
exactly the same process as that through which the fact 
of Barlow s consecration is established; namely, un- 
tlen table circinnslaitlial evidence deduced from recorded 
public official acf.s and from the well preserved rolls of 
Parliament. 

If, however, some determined modern Romanist should 
profess himself dissatisfied alike and equally, with the 



i.-iimonv arising from (he yet extant commission oj 
Henri/ I I II l tin- Ardibi.sJiop qf Canterbury for (he 
consecration of ltd rime, with the testimony arising from 
the i/i t ex/ant investiture of Barlow by tin same Prince 
with (/if temporalities of the Sec of Si. Darid s, with the 
;mony arising from the two yet extant writs of sum - 
nn,ns to Parliament addressed to Barlow a* l&gt;ixh&lt;&gt;i&gt; of 
S7. l)&lt;ifi&lt;rs, an&lt;l \\itli the testimony arising from tlie yd 
e.t-laiit deed &lt;jf translation on the part t&gt;t *lill the same 
Prince by iclticli Barloic teas remored from St. Dar nTs 
to Bath-and-]\ ells : lie will scarcely object to the equally 
c\tant trstimony of his favourite sovereign Queen Alary, 
as it appears in her connnissio)t to consecrate Bourne h&gt; 
Hie see of BatJi-and- U ells then racatit by the denri ra 
tion of U tfliam Barlow the last Bishop thereof. This 
last instrument I subjoin. 

Uegina, omnibus Archiepiscopis, Episcopis, vel aliis 
quibuseumque, quonun in hac parte intererit, salutem. 

\ aeante nuper sede episcopali infra ecclesiam nostrum 
cathedralem Wellensem per deprivationem et amotioncm 
ultimi Kpisco])i ibidem (Will. Barlow), Decanus et Capi 
tal in 11 ejusdem ecclesiae (licentia prius a iiobis per eos 
alium eligendi in eorum Episcopum et Pastorem petita 
pariter et obtenta) discretum virum Alag. Gilbertum 
l)ourne, S. Tlu-ologia- Baccalaureum, in eorum Epis- 
eopum et Puslorem eanonicc elrgerunt et nominavenint, 
sicuti per eorum literas, &lt;juas \ obis mittimus ])racsentibus 
inclusas jtlenius liquet, vobis significamus : et ca-tera. 
Teste llegina iii&gt;ud Wc stmonasterium, 28 die Martii. 
Per i])sam lleginam. C ourayer s Dissert, vol. ii. p. Ixxxv, 
Ixxxvi. 

2. The main and essential point having been settled, 
namely ihc consecration of Parker by J&gt;/*lt&lt;&gt;ps tctto 
tJicnt.-i! In s had been duly consecrated, our learned romish 
divine ])roeeei]^ t&lt;&gt; answer and demolish all those minor 
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quibbles and objections, which his less candid brethren 
have so offensively delighted to conjure up, and which 
in a flimsy attack upon the English Ordinations the 
Bishop of Strasbourg (not to mention the emulous feeble 
ness of Mr. Husenbeth) has been contented to retail for 
the benefit of his Layman with as much assurance as if 
they were new discoveries hitherto unanswered and 
pi ainly unanswerable. 

Ces rerites ; Dr. Trevern blushes not to say, while his 
learned compatriot Courayer is never once mentioned : 
Ces rerites ne sont pas moins da ires a V esprit, quc le 
jour V est a nos yenx. Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 408. 

Hence, with ludicrous gravity, he tells us, that, were 
he a member of the most ancient and most illustrious 
nd most honest assembly in the whole world, our British 
House of Commons to wit ; an assembly, which no Eng 
lishman, let him be gentle or simple, can reverence and 
honour more entirely than Dr. Trevern does ; he would 
certainly, with humble and firm confidence, move, that 
it be an indispensable duty to abate and effectually re 
move the crying nuisance of the year 1558 : for, on every 
principle of morality and equity, to maintain and pre 
serve a manifest and undoubted antichristian Establish 
ment, when it might so easily be put down, is quite as 
bad as to have been concerned in the unspeakable atro 
city of first setting it up. Discuss. Amic. vol. ii. p. 409. 

IV. Thus harmoniously consistent from beginning to 
end, in the concluding chapter of his preeminently Ami 
cable Discussion ; the chapter, in which he mildly 
laments the profound ignorance of those birds of darkness 
the modern Anglican Clergy, meekly apologises for the 
generally beneficial Inquisition, charitably abuses the 
Reformation, and humanely declaims against that freedom 
of religious worship which we deem our glory but which 
he confidently predicts will be the ruin of the Church of 
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England : thus, I say, in his concluding chapter, docs 
this remarkable divine exhibit to us, embodied in his 
own person, that amiable spirit of persuasive concilia 
tion by which the Church of Rome has in all ages been 
so peculiarly characterised. 



THE END. 



GILBERT & RIVINGTON, PRINTERS, St. John s Square, London. 



ERRATA. 



Page 46 line 11, for possess read profess. 

87 7) for Ifippolitim, read Hippolytus. 

Ill 4, (OT funeral, n ml funereal. 

156 2, note, tor trtitlitioiiori/, read traditionary. 

180 18, note, for souW tires, read souillures. 

188 14, for stable, read stubble. 

200 14, note, insert a comma between relic-worship and ,v. 
203 27, note, erase the mark of interrogation after protoniarti/r. 

217 14, for iutert-essaru, read infercessur;/. 

225 1, note, insert the corresponding mark of reference . 

243 15, for tree, read three. 

295 29, note, for pejores, read pejor e.i. 

302 1, note, for regains, read regulan. 

308 10, for Bahemon, read Balsamon. 

346 11, note for COMMENT, read COMMENTO. 
354 12, note, for bibitur, read bibitari. 

:&lt;(") 19, note, erase the comma after ovaiaq. 

406 19, note, tar aportaey, red apottasy. 

473 7, note, for the semicolon, insert a comma. 

48(; 2, note, for the j&gt;eriod, insert a note of interrogation. 

513 12, for the colon, insert a comma. 

532 5, for the colon, insert a period. 



